
FIIWA-lndiana Environmental Document

CATEGORICAL EXCLUSION / ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT FORM
GENERAL PROJECT INFORIIATION

Road No./County:

Designation Number(s):

Project
Description/Termini:

North (N.) Hamburq Road (Rd) /Franklin

1703013

Bridge Replacement of Franklin County Bridge 31 over Bull Fork Salt Creek on N.
Hamburg Rd, 2.9 miles (mi.) sodh of Stipps Hill Rd, frorn 510 feet (fl) north to 515 ft
south of the center of the bridqe

x Categorical Exclusion, Level 2 - Required Signatories: INDOT DE and/or INDOT ESD

Categorical Exclusion, Level 3 - Required Signatories: INDOT ESD

Categorical Exclusion, Level 4 - Required Signatories: INDOT ESD and FFIWA

Environmontal Assessment (EA) - Required Signatories: INDOT ESD and Fl-wvA

Additional lnvestigation (A) - The proposed aclion included a design change from the original approved
environmental document. Required Signatories must include the appropriate environmental approval
authority

IIII
Approval

INDOT DE Signature and Date INDOT ESD Signature and Date

FHWA Signature and Date

'mD 2022.06.24
10:32:00 -M'00'Release for Public lnvolvement

Certifi cation of Public lnvolvement

INDOT DE lnitials and Date INDOT ESD lnitials and Date

INDOT Consultant SeNices Signature and Date

INDOT DE/ESO Roviowor Signature and Date

Name and Organization ol CEIEA Preparcr Laura Roaers. SJCA lnc. {SJCA)

Ve,sion: Oeatutat 2021



County Franklin

Sponsor of the Prciec-t:

Local Name of the Facility

lndiana Department of Transpoftation

Route N. Hamburg Rd Oes. No.

Franklin County Board of Commissioners

N. Hamburg Rd

1703013

INDOT Distsict: Seymour

Partl-Publiclnvolm
Every Federal action requires some level of public involvement, providing for early and continuous opportunities lhroughorjt the
project development process. The l6vel of public involvement should bo commensurate tyith the proposed action.

Yes No
Does the project have a historic bridge processed underthe Historic Bridges PA-?
lf No, then:

Opportunity for a Public Hearing Required?

'A publh headng is required for all histotic btidps processed undet lhe Historic &idges Ptqnmmatic Agreement i€tween lNDOf,
F|{WA, SHrc, and the ACHP.

Discuss what public inwlvement aclivities (legal notices, lelters lo affacled Wpeiy ownars and residents (i.e- ndice of entry),
me etc. have occuied for this

s.mtnlmlze

Part lt - Ceneral Pro

x

x

Notice of enlry letters were mailed to potentially affected property owners near the proiect area on January 21, 2020 and September
14, 2021, notirying them about the projecl and that individuals responsible for land suNeying and field aclivities may be seen in the
area. Sample copies of the notice of enEy letters are included in Appendix G'l€3.

The project will meet minimum requirements described io the cullenl lndiana Deparbnent d Transpoftation (lNDOl) Publb
lnvolvement Manual, which requires the project sponsor to offer the public an opportunity to submit clmments and/or request a
public hearing. Therefore, a legal notice will appear in a local publication contingent upon the release of this document for public
involvement. This document will be revised afler the public invofuemenl requirements are fulfilled.

At this time, there is no substantial public confoversy conceming impacts to the community or to natural resources.

xFunding Source (ma* allthat apply\t Federal

'lf other is seleded, please identiry the funding source

State

PURPOSE AND NEED:

The need should desqibe the specific lranspottation proble,n or deliciency lhat lhe projed will address. The puryose should describe
the or of the The solution to the traffic should NOT be discussed in this sectlor,.

Need: The need fo. this project is due to the advanced deterioration of Franklin County Bridge 3'1. The exisling struciure exhibits
subslantial deterioration to the deck, wearing surface, superstructure, substructure, and channel protedion. According to the October
28, 202'l Bridge lnspection Report (Appendix l$.115), the deck has damage and deterioration, including seepage and leaching, and
holes are opening up in the wearing surface. The superstructure has spalls, exposed rebar, and exposed strands. The substructure

on the southeast uadrant. The foot of the structure areis showi and a faileds ns of crackin , cracked footin

ve6ion: Deeabet 2021

Date: May 1A,2022

Public Controversy on Environmental Grounds
Discuss publb controversy conceming community and/or nafural resource impacts, including what is being dme dudng the project to

Locat fFl other' f_l
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exposed, and the channel has extensive scour. These deficiencies lower the condilion ratings to a '4" (poor) for the deck, wearing
surface, superstruclure, subsfudure, and channel/channel proteclion. Condition ratings range from "0" to "9," with "0" beirE a failed
struciure and '9' being a sfucture in excellent condition. The remaining service life of the strudure is estimated al ten ('10) years.

Puipose: The purpose of this project is to provide a structure with condition ratings greater than or equal to '7" (good) on all bridge
elements and provide a service life of up to 75 years for the qossing.

PROJECT DESCRTPTTON (PREFERRED ALTERNATTVE):

Municipality: N/A

N- Hamburg Rd from 510 ft north to 515 ft south of the center of the bridgeLimits of Proposed Work:

Total Work Length: 0.193 Mile(s) Total Work Area

ls an lnterstato Access Document (lAD)1 required?
lf yes, when did the FHWA provide a Determination of Engineering and Operational
Acceptability?

1.78 Acre(s)

Yesl No

I Ix
Date

1ff an IAD is required; a copy of lhe approved C1EA d@ument mug be submitted to the F|{WA with a requesl for
final approval of the lAD.

Describe location of prokct including township, range, city, county, roads, atc. Existing conditions should include current @nditiona,
cuffent deficiencies, roadway descdption, sunounding features, etc. Prefened aftemative should include the scope of wotu, anticipated

and how the will meet the and Need. tetmini and a/so need discussed

Franklin Co. Bridoe No. 31 over Bull Fork Salt Creek Date:

The Franklin County Board of Cqnmissioners and the Fed€{-al Highway Administration (FHWA) intend to proceed with a brilge
poect on N. Hamburg Rd over Bull Fo.k Salt Creek in Franklin County, lndiana.

Location: This projec{ is located on N. Hamburg Road, 2.9 miles south of Stipps Hill Road, in the westem portion of Franklin County,
northwest of Oldenburg, lndiana. Specifically, the proiect is in Salt Creek Township, Sedion '14, Township 1 1 North, Range 1 'l East,
as shown on the Clarksville T.5-minute quadrangle map. Project location graphics are included in Appendix B1-&1.

Existing Conditions: N. Hamburg Rd is a twlway roadway classilled as a rural maior colloclor. The etsting 1+19.5 fr wide
roadway has a hot mix asphalt (HMA) pavemenl surface and canies two (2) travel lanes varying from 7.5 ft to 9.75 ft wide. The
posted speed limit in the proiecl area is 35 miles per hour (mph). No paved shoulders, sidewalks, or traffic-control devices are
present along the roadway- The grade of the existing roadway surface from both directions descends as it approaches the bridge
creating a vertical sag curve, a sag in the roadu/ay. This sag curve impacls headlight sight distance and passenger comfod. Due to
this sag cuNe, the road doesn't meet the cunent design criteria.

The existing bridge is a 102.6-foot long, three-span consete box-beam bridge built in 1975 that canies N. Hamburg Rd over Bull
Fork Salt Creek. The bridge has no skew. The bridge has a 20.2 ft outside-to-outside width, a '19.5 fr clear roadway width, and
caffies two (2) 9.75 ft wide lanes of traffic. The bridge is not lisled in the latest INDOT Historic Bridge lnventory Collection. There are
no shoulders on the bridge. Aluminum railings on the bridge do not meet the current design standards. According to the October 28,
2021 Bridge lnspection Report (Appendix 19115), the bridge deck was given a condition ratjng of'4' (poor) for seepage and leakage.
The wearing surface was given a condition rating of "4" (poor). Exposed steel was noted in the coping from impacl damage. The
superstruc{ure was given a condition Eting of'4" (poor) for spalling, exposed and rusted rebar, and expGed sfands. The
substtuclure was given a condition rating of "4' (poor) for cracking, exposed footings, and failure of the southeast wingwall. The
channeychannel protection was given a condition rating of'4'(poor) due to exensive scour and exposed footings on bedrock.

The surrounding area is primarily rural and torested with residential and agricultural properties along N. Hamburg Rd. Three (3)
existing driveways are located within the project area: one (1) approximately 125 ft south of the bridge on the west side of the road,
one ( 1 ) approximately 282 ft SOuth of the ge on the west side of the road and one ( 1 ) approxrmately 265 fr north of the bridge
the east side of the road one 1 1 2-lnch t4eta CM P crosses under the d located 282 ft SOuth of

brid
the

on
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bridge. Bull Fork Salt Creek flows west to east under the bridge on N. Hamburg Rd. An unnamed fibutary (UNT) to Bull Fork Salt
Creek, UNT to Bull Fork Salt Creek, flows northeast on the west side of the road and joins Bull Fork Salt Creekjust west of the
bridge. Several fences and utilities, including communications, overhead electric, and water lines, are located within or adjacent to
the proiect area. The locations of these fences and utiliues are labeled in the plans in Appendix 81 1-812.

Prefered Altemative: The prefened altemative is a complete bridge replacement on the existing alignment. The new structure will
be a 3-span prestressed concrete l-beam bridge on new concrele piers and abutrnents. The structure lvili be 170.8 fl long with a 30-
degree skew. The bridge will have two (2) 10 ft wide travel lanes and 4.03 fr shoulders in each direc{ion, giving a clear roadway width
of 28.06 ft and a 28.5 ft outside-to-outside width. A new bridge railing will be installed along with a guardrail at each quadrant and
integral end bents. Riprap will be placed below the bridge at the end bents for spill slope protection.

The approach roadway on each side of the structure will be widened to 20-28.75 ft to accommodate two (2) 10 ft wide travel lanes
with 0.4.03 fr shoulders and will taper to match the nanower roadway beyond the prcted area. The profile grade of ths proposed
roadway will be up to 2 feet higher than the existing roadway on the bridge approaches, as shown in Appendix 81 1. HMA pavement
wedges will be placed at the bridge approaches betuieen the new pavement and the existing roadway surface to raise tlre roadway
and elongate the road's verticalcurve, crealing a less extreme change in grade for trafic approaching and exiting the bridge. The
grade improvements and pavement wedges will conec{ the sag curve to meet cunent design criteria. A riprap ditch will be inslalled
on the west side of the roadway north of the bridge. Riprap will also be installed in a ditch along the east side of the road south of the
bridge. The existing 12-inch CMP under the driveway south of the bridge will be removed, and a new 'ltinch drainage pipe with a
riprap energy dissipater will be installed at the north end. Tree clearing and the temporarily dewatering of the stream will be required
for construclion. lf adjustments to private facilities, including fencing and driveways, are necessary due to consfuction operations,
coordination with property owners will occur during the ROW acquisilion phase. This ahemative requires approximately 2.01 acres of
permanent right-of-way (ROw) and 0.'17 acle of temporary ROW acquisition. Plans depiding the details of the scope of work are in
Appendix 87 to B16.

The Maintenance of Traffic (MOT) plan is a mmplete closure of N. Hamburg Rd with a detour. Specfic MOT information can be
found in the MOT section ofthis document and Appendix 89-810.

This altemative meets the purpose and need by providing a new struclure with an expecled service life of up to 75 years and an
anticipated condition rating of'9" (excellent) on all bridge elernents. An additional beneficial outcorne of the prefened allemative is
that this ahernative will provide a strudure and approach road\^/ay that will meet current design standards, including conecting the
sag curve and replacing the deficient bridge railings with railings that meet cunent standard specifications.

Logical Temini/lndependent t tility: The projec{ ends at the extent n€eded to complete the improvements to the approach
roadway and does not rely on any other projects to address its purpose. Therefore, it has logical termini and independent utility.

OTHER ALTERNATIVES CONSIDERED:

Provide a header fq each altemative. Describe all discarded altematives, including the No Build Aftemative. Explain why each disc.ar&d
allernative was not selecled. Make sure to date how each aftemative meets or does not meet the and Need and

Franklin Co. Bridqe No. 31 over Bull Fork Salt Creek Date: May 18,2022

No Build Attemative: This altemative allows the exisiing roadway and structures to remain in place without improvemenls. This
altemative would result in continued deterioration ofthe bridge. The conlinued deterioration will lead to safety concems and the
eventual closure of the bridge. This altemalive does not meet the purpose and need to provide a structure with a condilion rating of
'7" (good) or greater on all individual elements of the bridge and extend the service life of the crossing to up to 75 years. Therefore, it

was dismissed.

Bridge Rehatilitation: This altemative would replace the entire superstructure, rehabilitale the abutmer s and piers, and install
scour protection. Ho\,r,ever, given the extent ofthe subslruc{ure delerioration, this rehabilitation would not be a prudent longterm
solution. This option would meet lhe purpose and need by improving the condition ratings and exlending the service life of the
crossing. However, this altemative only temporarily addresses the deteriorating condilion of the bridge. Over time the substruclure
units would still require additional repairs in a relatively short timeframe. Therefore, it was dismissed.

This is page 4 of 24 Prciect name:
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The No Build Altemative is not feasible, prudent or prac,ticable because (Malr( a that apply)
It would not co{Iec-t existing capacity deficiencies;
It would not correct existing safety hazards:
It would not conect the existing madway geometric deficiencies;
It would not correct existing deteriorated condilions and maintenance problems; or
It would resull in serious impacts to the motoring public and general welfare of the economy
Other (Describe):

1703013

x
x

ROADWAY CHARACTER:

lf the proposed action includes multiple roadways, complete and duplicate for each roadway.

Name of Roadway
Functional Classification :

Cunent ADT:
Design Hour Volume (DHV)
Designed Speed (mph):

N. Hamburg Rd
Ru[al Major Collector
380 vPD (2024) 490

54 Truck Percentage (%) 4
35 Legalspaed (mph): 35

vPD (20,14)

Rural
Hilly

23.7,1O12U202'l Bridge lnspection
Report (Appendix 113)

Existi sed

Suburban
Rolling

Sutficiency Rating

ft.
ft.
ft.
ft.

fr
fr
ft
ft

ton
ft.
ft.
ft.
ft.

Setting:
Topoqraphy:

Urban
Level x

BRIDGES AND/OR SMALL STRUCTURE(S}:

lf t,?€ proposed action includes muftiple slrucTures, complete and duplicde for each bridge and/or small sttucture. lnclude both
existing and proposed bridge(s) and/or sma strudue(s) in this section.

Structure/NBlNumber(s); 244003'l/NationalBridgelnventory
(NBl) No. 2400017

Existin

nto
ft.
ft.
ft.
ft.

Number of Lanes: 2
Type of Lanes: HMA Throuqh Lane HMA Throuqh Lane
Pavement Width: 1t19.5 20-28.75
Shoulder Width: 0 0-4.03
Median Width 0 0
Sidewalk Width 0 0

x

Bridge/Structure Type: Concrete Box-beam bridqe Concrete l-beam bridqe
Number of Spans: 3 3
Weight Restrictions: 15 N/A
Heiqht Restrictions: N/A
Curb to Curb Width 19.5 28.06
Outside to Outside Wdth 20.2 28.5
Shoulder Width 0 4.03

Ve6ion: D@ehbq 2021

Oate: May 18,2022

Design Year ADT:

2

tt

(Rating, Source of lnformation)
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Descibe impacls and wotk involving bridge(s), culved(s), pipe(s), and small sttudure(s). Provide details fq small strudure(s):
structure number, type, size (length and dia.), location and impacts to water. Use a table if the numbet of smallsttuclurcs becoz,es

lf the lable exceeds a il in the and summadze the information below with a citation to the table

MAINTENANCE OF TRAFFIC (MOT) DURING CONSTRUCTION:

Yes No
ls a temporary bddge proposed?
ls a temporary roadway proposed?
Willthe prcject involve the use of a detour or require a ramp dosure? (describe below)

Provisions will be made for access by local traffic and so posted.
Povisions will be made for through-traffic dependent businesses.
Provisions will be made to accommodate any loc€l special events or festivals.

Will the proposed MOT substantially change the environmental consequences of the aclion?
ls there substantial controversy associated with the proposed method for MOT?
Willthe prciect require a sidewalk, curb ramp, and/or bicycle lane closure? (describe below)

Provisions will be made tor access by pedestrians and/or bicyclist and so posted (describe belo! /)

Orscuss closuras, detours, and/or facilities (if any) that will bo ptovided for maintenance ol traffic. Any known impads from these
temporary measures should be quantified to the extent po&sible, pafticulady with respect to yoperties such as Section 4(0 resources
a,d u/eflands. Dlscuss c/osures. local concems about access and taffic flow should be detailed as well.

Franklin Co. Bridge No.31 over Bu Fork Salt

This project involves the replacement of an exisling bridge that caries N. Hamburg Rd over Bull Fork Salt Creek. The existing
bridge, Franklin County Bridge 3'l (Structure No- 24-00031, NBI No. 24000'17), has a 102.6 ft length, a coping-to-coping width of
20.2 ft, and no skew. The posted weight restriction on the bridge is 15 tons. The three-span prestressed conqete box
beam bridge was built in 1975 and thus falls outside oflhe time period covered in the lndiana Historic Bridge lnventory collection
(Appendix D3). The.efore, the bridge was not evaluated and is not etigible for the National Register of Historic Places.

The existing bridge will be replaced with a lspan conqete l-beam bridge 170.8 fl in length, with an outside to outside width of 28.5 ft
and a 3Gdegree skew. The new bridge will have no weight restridions and the loading capacity for all legal loads. Riprap will be
added under the bridge along the abutrnents and continuing along a ditch on the northwest side. Riprap will also be placed along a
ditch in the southwest of the pro.iect area. Permanent stream impacts to Bull Fork Salt Creek will resutt from replacing the existing
bridge with a new, wider bridge. Temporary impacts to the stream will result ftom temporarily dewatering the stream during
conslrudion.

Additionally, an existing 12-inch CMP will be removed, ard a new 57 ft lorE, 'ltinch drainage pipe with a riprap energy dissipater at
the north end will be inslalled under the southerrFmosl driverfay. The location of lhe CMP is shown in Appendix Bl'1. Two (2) other
existing CMPS are outside the construction limits and will not be impacted by this poect, including a 12-indr CMP localed southwest
oflhe project area and a 4&inch CMP located under the driveway near the southwest side of the bridge.

x
x

x

The MOT is anticipated to be a complele closure of N. Hamburg Rd with a delour. The proposed detour roule utilizes Bull Fork Rd,
Davidson Rd, and Stipps Hill Rd. Th€ detour route will require an additional9 miles of travel. Access to local businesses and
residences inside the construction limits will be maintained at all times. Accommodations will be made to maintain access for
residents that will be temporadly impacled during dri\€way reconstruclion. The MOT plan is located in Appendix 89-810.

The closure will pose a temporary inconvenience to traveling motorists (including school buses and emergency services); however,
no significant delays are antjcipated, and all inconveniences will cease upon projecl completion.

This is page 6 of 24 Proiect name

VeB@: Oembq 2021

Date: May '18, 2022

I

ttH
tl
lxl
lxl

lxlx
lx



County Franklin

lndiana Department of Transportafion

Route N. Hamburg Rd DeS. No. 1703013

ESTIMATED PROJECT COST AND SCHEDULE:

Engineering: $ 253,558 (2020\ Right-of-Way: $ 40,000 (2021) Construction: $ 904,000 (2022)

Anticipated Start Date of Construction: Springisummer 2024

RIGHT OF WAY:

Amount (acres)
Land Use lmpacts Permanent Temporary

Residential 0.55 0.'t7
Commercial 0 0
Agricultural 0.83 0
Forest 0.63 0
Wetlands 0 0
Other: 0 0
Other: 0 0

TOTAL 2.O1 o.17

Describe both Permanent and Temporary right-of-way and describe their cunent use. Typical and Maximum ight4f-way widths
(existing and proposed) should also be discussed. Any advance acquisition, reacquisrtion or easements, either known or suspected,
and their on the environmental shouid be dr'scussed

Within the project area, the existing right-of-way (ROW) is located approximately 18 ft trom the centerline on the west side of the
road and 12 ft from the centerline on the east side of the road to the north of the bridge, and 16.5 ft from the centerline on the west
side of the road and 13.5 ft from the centerline on the east side ofthe road to the south ofthe bridge. The land use ofthe existing
ROW consists of residential law)s, agricultural areas, forested areas, driveways, and existing roadway,

The project requires approximately 2.01 acres of pemanent ROW from each side ofthe N. Hamburg Rd from residential,
agricultural, and forest properties for the bridge replacement and approach work. The project also requires approximately 0.17 acre
of temporary ROW from residential properties for reconstrudion and grading ofthe two (2) driveways located southwest and one ('l )
driveway located northeast of the bridge. The typical and maimum proposed permanent ROw widths are approximately 55 ft and
65 ff, respectively, trom the centerline of the roadway. The proposed temporary ROW extends approximately 140 ft from the center
of the roadway at its maximum extent. Existing and proposed ROW limib can be seen in the plans in App€ndix B11-812.

A suspected 16 ft lngress and Egress easement that provides access to a parcel outside ofthe prcred area is located at the
driveway closest to lhe southwest quadrant of the bridge. Both permanent and temporary ROW will be required from the easement
area. This required ROW acquisition is included in the above ROW totals. The easement will not impact environmental analysis.
lmpacts to the easement, if applicable, will be determined during the ROW acquisition phase of this projecl. The suspeded
easemenl is labeled on the plans in Appendix 811.

lf the scope of work or permanent or temporary ROW amounts change, the INDOT Environmental Services Oivision (ESD) and the
INDOT Disfict Environmental Section will be contacted immediately.

Vetsion: D@enber 2021
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Part lll- ldentific

SECTION A - EARLY COORDINATION:

List the date(s) coodination was sent and all resource agencbs that were contacted as a paft of the develoryent of this Environmental
Also, include the date of their or indicate that no was received.

Franklin Co. Bridqe No. 31 over Bull Fork Salt Creek

Eady coordination letters were initially sent on November 2, 2021 . Due to an increase in the amount of anticipated ROW acquisition,
updated eady coordination letters were sent on February 8, 2022 (Appendix C1-C2).

Aqencv Date SenvAssessed Response Date Appendix
lndiana Geological and Water Survey
OGWS)

November 2, 2021 November 2, 2021

US Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) November 2, 2021,
February 8,2022

November 2, 2021,
FebtuaN 24.2022'

lndiana Department of Natural Resources,
Division of Fish and wildlife (IDNR-DFW)

November 2, 2021,
February 8,2022

December 1, 2021,
February 9,2022.

c6-c8

Franklin County Surveyor November 2, 2021,
Februaty 8,2022

November 2, 2021*,
February 16,2022

cl0

Natural Resources Conservation Service
(NRCS)

November 2, 2021,
Februav 8,2022

March 9,2022

US Department of Housing & Urban
Development (HUD)

November 2, 2021,
February 8,2022

No response received N/A

National Park Service (NPS) November 2, 2021,
Februaw 8,2022

No response received N/A

lndiana Department of Environmental
Manaqement (IDEM) Automated Response

November 2, 202'l NoYember 2, 2021' N/A

IDEM Wetlands and Stormwater Proqrams February 8,2022 No response received N/A
US Army Corps of Engineers (USACE) November 2, 202'l ,

February 8,2022
No response received

Coast Guard, Eighth District November 2, 2021,
February 8,2022

February '16,2022- N/A

Franklin County Council November 2, 2021,
Febuary 8,2022

No response received NiA

Franklin County Commissioner's Offi ce November 2, 2021,
February 8,2022

No response received NiA

INDOT Utilities and Railroads November 2, 2021,
February 8.2022

No response received N/A

Franklin County Soil and Water
Conservation District

November 2, 2021,
Feb ary8,2022

No response received N/A

Franklin County Floodplain Administrator November 2, 2021,
February 8,2022

No response received N/A

Franklin County Highway Superintendent
and Franklin County Employee in
ResDonsible Charqe (ERC)

November 2, 2021,
February 8,2022

No response received

Franklin County Emergency l\,ledical
Services (EMS)

November 2, 202'1,
February 8,2022

No response received NiA

Franklin County Sheriffs Department February 8,2022 No response receiYed N/A
Franklin County School Corporation,
Transportation Direclor

November 2, 2021,
February 8,2022

No response received NiA

INDOT District Environmental November 2, 2021,
February 8,2022

No response received N/A

INDOT Project Manager November 2, 2021,
Februaty 8,2022

No response received N/A

Resource recommendations are included in the ble sections of the environmental document.
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ln a February 16, 2022 resrcnse, the Franklin County Surveyor requested that the surveyo/s ofnce b€ sent final construction and
right of way plans for their records (Appendix C10). The response was forwarded to the project designer on February 16, 2022 and is
included in the Envirfirnental Commitments section of this CE document.

'Responses that did not ofier any comments or recommendations and the IDEM automated response letter wefe not included in the
appendix. The IDNR-DFW response on February 9, 2022, verifed that all of the recommendations provided in the December 1, 2021
response letter remain applicable (Appendix CGCS), and no additional remmmendations were made. The USFWS response
February 24,2O2, yerified that the recommendations povided on November 2, 2021 remain applicable (Appendix C445), and did
not irrclude any additional recommendations.

All appli:able recommendations are included in the Environmental Commitnents sedion of this CE document.

SECTION B - ECOLOGICAL RESOURCES:

Presence lmpacls
Yes No

Streams, Rlvers, Watorcourse3 & Other Judsdicliond Features
Federal Wild and Scenic Rivers
State Natural, Scenic or Recreational Rivers
Nationwide Rivers lnventory (NRl) listed
Outstanding Rivers List for lndiana
Navigable Waterways

Total stream(s) in poeclarca. 243 Linear feet Total impac{ed stream(s) 35 (permanent)/ 121 (temporary) Linear feet

Descdbe all streams, rivers, watorcourses and otherjutisdidionalfeatures adjacent or within the projed area. lnclude wlgther or not
impads (both pemanent and teryorary) will occur to lhe features identifted. lnctude if the streams or ivers are listed on any fedent
or state lists for lndiana. lrclude if fealures are likely subjed to federal or s/late jurisdiction. Discuss ,reasures to avoid, minimize, and

will occur.

x x

Stream Name Classalication Total Size in
Poect Area
(linear feet)

lmpacted
linear feet

Comments (i.e. location, flow direction, likely Water of the
US, appendix reference)

Bull Fork Sall
Creek

Riverine,
Lower
Perennial,
Unconsolirate
d Bottom,
Pem6nently
Flooded;
(R2UBH)

177 linear ft 35 linear ft
permanent,
121 linear ft
temporary

Bull Fork Salt Creek flows southeast through the project
structure and is likely under USACE jurisdiction. Please
see Appendix F'I7 for a map showing the location of
these features.

Unnamed
tnbutary (UNT) to
Bull Fork Salt
Creek

Riverine.
lntermittent,
Steambed,
Seasonally
Flooded:
(R4SBC)

66 linear ft 0 linear ft UNf to Bull Fork Salt Creek flows northeast toward Bull
Fork Creek, joining Eull Fork Salt Creekjust west of the
proiect structure. tt is likely under USACE jurisdiclion.
Please see Appendix F17 for a map showing the location
of these features.

Based on the deskop review, the aerial map ofthe prcrec{ area (Appendix B2), and the Red Flag lnvestigation (RFl) repod
(Appendix E), there are nine (9) streams, rivers, watercourses, or other jurisdiciional features within the O.tmile search radius. The
RFI determined there is (1) sfeam present within or adjacent to the project area. During the October 1, 2021 site visit by SJCA, it
was found that there are two streams present within the projec,t area. There are two (2) streams, rivers, water@urses, or other

Wild and Scenic Riverst State Natural.to the ect area. There are no Fedeurisdictional features within or ad

Ve.sioh: D*.dbet 2021
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Scenic, and Recrealional Rivers; Outslanding Rivers for lndiana; navigable waterways or Ndional Rivers lnventory (NRl) waterways
present in the projed area.

A Waters of tlb IJ.S. Delemination / Wetland Delinedion Report was prepared by SJCA on Oclober 27, 2021. Please refer to
Appendix F1-F49 for lhe Waters of the u.S. Detaminaton / Wetland Delineation Repod. lt was determined that the two (2) slreams
that flow thror€h the proiect area, Bull Fork Salt Creek and UNT to Bull Fork Salt Creek, are likely jurisdictional. The USACE makes
all fi nal determinations regarding jurisdidion.

Bull Fod( Salt Creek is an exceller {uality stream that fows southeast through the prciect struciure and has an Ordinary High-
Water Mark (OHWM) width of 30 ft and Ol-lWM depth of three (3) fr. lt was determined that Bull Fork Salt Creek is likely jurisdictional
under the USACE due lo perennial flow conditions and its connectivity to the Whitewater River, a traditionally navigable waterway.
Thirtyjive (35) linearft of permanent stream impacls and an estirnated '121 linearfl of lemporary impacts to Bull Fo.k Salk Creek are
expeded.

UNT to Bull Fork Sali Creek is a poorauality stream that llows nodheast, joining Bull Fork Satt Creek in the southeast quadrant of
the prciect struclure, and has an OHVVIVI width of seven (7) ft and OHWM depth of 1.5 ft- Due to the intermittent flow conditions of
UNT to Bull Fork Salt Creek, the presence of an OHVVIVI, and eventual connectivity to a navigable waterway, it is likely that it is
jurisdidional under the USACE and is, therefore, a water of the U.S. No impacts to UNT to Bull Fork Sah Creek are €xpecled.

A total of 35 linear ft of permanent stream impacts will result from the construction of the new bridge. The total temporary stream
impads are estimated at 121 linear ft due to temporarily dewatering the steam for construction. These impacts are unavouable, and
avoidance would not allow the project to proceed. The contractor will determine the method for dewatering if necessary. The
contractor will be responsible for submitting a plan for protecting the waterway during constuclion activities, adhering to permit
conditions, and submitting any revisions to the ero€ion control plan to the appropriate jurisdiciional agencies. Erosion control
measures will be used lo minimize impacts to the streams in lhe project area and will include stabilizing and restoring all disturbed
areas. Mitigation is not anticipated for stream impacts, as less than 300 linear ft and less lhan 0.10 acre will be impacled as a rosult
of this proFct. This project will most likely require a USACE Section 4M permit and an IDEM Seclion 401 Water Quality Certification
(woc).

Bull Fork Salt Creek is listed for Dissolved Oxyqen (DO) and E. Coli Conceming DO, Best Management Practaces (BMPS) will be

used lo avoid further degradation to the stream. Bull Fork is listed for E cor'. Wo{kers who are working in or near water with E. coli
should take care to wear appropriate PPE, observe proper hygiene procedures, including regular hand washing, and limit p€rsonal

exposure.

The USFWS responded on November 2, 202'1, with recommendations to avoid or minimize impacrs to waterways withir the project

area. These included restriding below low-water woIk in streams (to placement of cutuerts, piers, pilings, footings, riprap, and
shaping slopes), resiicting channel work to the extent needed to inslall any structures, minimizing the amount of hard annor bank
protection for bank stabilization, implementing temporary erosion @ntrol measures including revegetation all disturbed soil areas
upon prc,jec{ complelion, avoiding work within the inundated part ofthe stream during fish spawning season, and evaluating wildlife
crossings (Appendix C4-C5). The IDNR-DFW responded on December '1, 2021, with recommendations to avoid or minimize impacts

to waterways and fish, wildlife, and botanical resources. IDNR-DFW provided recornmendations regarding the instiallation of riprap
for bank st;bilization and wildlife passage, implementation of measures to confol erosion ftom entering the stleam, minimizing in-

channel dislurbance and movemenl ot suspended sediment, limiting excavation in low flow areas, and protecting all disturbed
streambanks following constsuction. IDNR-DFW also advised against the use of temporary runarounds, access bridges, Gtuseways,
cofferdams, diveEioni, or pumparounds and work in the waterway from April 1 through June 30 without prior written approval of the
Division of Fish and Wildlife (Appendix C&C8). Allapplicable recommendations are included in the Environmental Commalments

seclion of this CE documenl

County Franklin

Open Water Faatura(3)
Reservoirs
Lakes
Farm Ponds
Retentiory'Detention Basin
Storm Water Management Facilities
Other:

lndiana Depaftment of Transpodation

Route N. Hamburg Rd

Presence lmDacts
Yes No

Des. No. 1703013

Franklin Co. Bridqe No. 31 over Bull Fork Salt CreekThis is page'10 of24 Project name
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County Franklin

lndiana Department of Transportation

Route N. Hamburg Rd Des. No

will occur.

1703013

Descibe all open water feature(s) identified adjacent or within the projecl area. lnclude whether or not impacts (both pemanent and
temporary) will occur to the features identified. lnclude if features are likely subkct to federal or state juisdiction. D,scuss m€asures

andto

Wetlands

Total welland area: 0

Presence

Acre(s) Totalwetlandareaimpacted

lmDacts
Yes No

0

N/A

Acre(s)

(lf a determination has not been made for non-isolated/isolated wetlands, fill in the total wetland area impacted above.)

Wetland No Classification Total Size
(Acres)

lmpacted Acres Comments (i.e. location, likely Water of the US, appendix
reference)

Documentation ESD Approval Dates
Wellands (Mark a that appw

Wetland Determination
Wetland Delineation
USACE lsolated Waters Determination

lmprovements that will not resuh in any wetland impacts are not practicable because such avoidance
would result in (Mark all that apply and explain):

Substantial adverse impacts to adiacent homes, business or other improved properties;
Substantialty inseased project costs;
Unique engineering, traffic, mainlenance, or safety problems;
Substantial adverse social, economic, or environmenlal impacts, or
The project rot meeting the identified needs.

Describe all wetlands identitied adjacent or wilhin the projecl area. lnclude whether or not impacls (bdh permanent and temporary)
will occur to the features identified. lnclude if features are likely subkcl to federal or ytate judsdiction. D,:scuss measures lo ayorA
mtnlmlze and will occur.

No. 31 over Bull Fork Salt Creek Date:

Based on the desktop reyiew, the aerial map ofthe project area (Appendix B2), and the RFI report (Appendix E), there are three (3)
lakes within the o.tmile search radius. There are no open water feature(s) within or adjacenl to the project are€, which was
confmed by the site visit on October 1, 2021 by SJCA Therefore, no impacts are expected.

A Waters of tll€ U.S. Determination/ Wetland Delineation Re@rt was prepared by SJCA on Oclober 27, 2021. Please refer to
Appendix F'l-F49 for lhe Waters of the U.S. Detemination/Wetland Delineation Report. lt u/as determined that there are no open
water features or other waler features identified in the review area.

x

Based on the desktop revieu the aerial map ofthe project area (Appendix B2), and the RFI report (Appendix E), there are 12
wetlands within the o.tmile search radius. There are no wetlands present within or adjacenl to the projeci area, which was
confrmed by lhe site visit on October 1, 2021 by SJCA No impacls are expec{ed.

A Waters of the U.S. Determination/ wetland Delineation Reprtwas prepared by SJCA on October 27, 2021. Please refer to
Appendix F1-F49 for the Waters d the U.S. Deteminatio Wetland Delineation Repod. lt was determined that no wetlands were
identilled in the review area. Therefore, no impacts to wetlands are expected.

This is page 11 of24 Projec{ name: Franklin Co.
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lndiana Depariment of Transportation

Route N. Hamburg Rd Des. No.

Yes

County Franklin '1703013

lmDacts
Yes NO

Terrestrial Habitat

0.5 Acre(s)

Describe twes of terrestrial habitat (i.e. forested, grassland, farmland, lawn, eA adjacent ot within the projed area. lnclude whether
or not impacts will occur to habitat identified. lnclude total terestial habitat impacted and total tree cleaing that will occur. Discuss
measure to minimize, and if will occur.

Protected Species
Federally Listed Bats

lnformation for Planning and Consultation (lPaC) determination key completed
Sedion 7 informal mnsultalion completed (lPaC cannol be completed)
Section 7 formal consultation BiologicalAssessment (BA) required

No
x

Determination Received for Listed Bats from USFWS NE NLAA

Franklin Co. Bridge No. 3'l over Bull Fork Salt Creek

x

Based on a desktop review, the site visit on October 1, 2021 by SJCA and the aerial map of the poect area (Appendix B2), the
terrestrial habitat in the project area consists of grasses along roadsides, upland forest to the northwest and southeast of the project
area, and riparian areas along the floodplains of the streams. Vegetation in the area near the roadway and within the residential
Iawns is dominated by upland vegetation such as tal! fescue (Schedonorus arundinaceus) and Canada wild rye (HWus
canadensis). Vegetation in the forested areas is a mix of common trees, including black walnut (Juglars nlgra), white mulberry
(Morus alba), honey locust (Gtedrrs,a tiacanthos\, and various grasses and wildflowers. Vegetation near the project sfucture and
along the banks of Bull Fork Salt Creek includes iall fescue (Festuca arundinacea), boxeldet (Acer negundo), black walnut (Juglans
,lgra), white mulberry (Morus alba), knetican sycamore (P/atanus occldenral,s), and reed canary grass (Phalais arundinacea\.
Approximately 1.26 acres of tenestrial vegetation will be disturbed in order to complete the struclure replacement and associated
drainage and roadway work. Tree clearing is expected on both sides of the structure, with an estimated 0.5 acre to be cleared.
These impacts are unavoidable, and avoidance would not allow the project to proceed. lmpacts to terestrial habitat have been
minimized to the extent possible. Mitigation for these impacts is not anticipated to be necessary for this projec{. However, temporarily
disturbed areas will be revegetated upon project completion.

The USFWS responded to the eady coordination letter on November 2, 2021, with recommendations lo not clear trees or understory
vegetation outside the construction zone boundaries, to rest ct vegetation clearing lo the minimum necessary for installation of the
stream crossing structure, and to implement temporary erosion and sediment control methods within areas of disturbed soil and to
revegetate all areas of disturbed soil according to INDOI-s standard specifications upon project completion (Appendix C445).

The IDNR-DFW eariy coordination response dated December 1, 202'1, included recommendatiom to avoid and minimize impacts to
botanical resources. Remmmendations included mitigating tree removal of less than 1 acre in a non-wetland forest in a rural setting
at a 1:1 ratio based on area; to revegetate all bare and disturbed areas with a mixture of native grasses, sedges, and as soon as
possible upon projec{ completion; to minimize and contain within the project limits tree and brush clearing; to not cut any trees
suitable for lndiana bat or northem long-eared bat roosting (greater than 5 inches in diameler at breast height (dbh), living or dead,
with loose hanging bark, or with cracks, crevices, or cavities) from April 1 through September 30; to implement appropriately
designed measures lor confolling erosion and sediment to prevent sediment from entering the stream or leaving the construction
site and to maintain these measures until conskuction is complete and all disturbed areas are stabilized; and to seed and protect all
disturbed streambanks and slopes not protected by other methods that are 3:1 or steeper with erosion control blankets that are
heavyduty, biodegradable, and net free or that use loose-woven/Leno-woven netting to minimize the entrapment and snaring of
small bodied wildlife such as snakes and turtles and to seed and apply mulch on all other disturbed areas (Appendix 66).

All applicable recommendations are included in the Environmental Commitsnents sec{ion of this CE document.

x

x
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County Franklin

lnd i a na Department of Transpoftati on

Route N. Hamburg Rd DeS. No

Yes

1703013

Other Spscies not includad in lPaC
Additional federal species found in projed area (based on lPaC species list)
State species (not bird) found in project area (based upon consuttation with IDNR)

Migratory Birds
Known usage or presence of birds (i.e. nesls)
State bird sp€cies based upon coordination with IDNR

Geological and ineral Rssources
Project located within the lndiana Karst Region
Karst features identified within or adiacent to the prc,jed area
Oil/gas or exploration/abandoned wells identmed in the projecl area

Date Karst Evaluation reviewed by INDOT EWPO (if applicabte): N/A

Franklin Co. Bridoe No. 31 over Bull FoR Salt Creek Date

No

No

x
x

Yes

Yes

No

Discuss IDNR c@rdindion and species identified. Desqibe USFWS Se,c,ton 7 consuftation and determination receivd for lndiana
bat and noihem long-earcd bal impacts. Oiscuss I other te&nlly listed spcies werc identified. lf s, include consuftation that has
occured and the deteminalion lhat was reeived. Discuss if birds have been observed and

x
x

x
x

Based on a desktop review and the RFI repod (Appendix E), completed by SJCA m June '15, 2021, the IDNR Franklin County
Endangered, Threatened, and Rare (ETR) Species List has been checked. According to the IDNR-DFW early coordination response
letter dated December 1, 202'l (Appendix CGCS), the Natural Heritage Program's Database has been checked, and no other plani
or animal species listed as state or federally threatened, endangered, or rare have been reported to occur in the project vicinity. An
INDOT o.tmile bat review occuned on Januafy 21,2021 and the review did not indicate the presence of endangered bat species.

Project information was submitted through the USFWS's lnformation for Planning and Consultation (lPaC) portal, and an official
species list was generated (Appendix C13-C25). The project is within range of the federally endangered lndiana Bat (^ryots sodars)
and the federally threatened northem long-eared bat (NLEB) (Myotis sedertionalis\. No additional species were generated in the
lPaC species list other than the lMiana Bat and NLEB.

The projecl qualifies lot lhe Range-wide Ptqrammatic lnlormal Consultation for the lndiana Bat and the Nc,them Long-Eared Bat
(NLEB), daled May 20'16 (revised February 2018), between FHWA, Federal Railroad Administration (FRA), Federal Transit
Administration (FTA), and USFWS. A bridge inspection occuned on October 1, 2021, and no bats/birds or signs of bats/birds using
the structure were found (Appendix C38). An effect determination key was completed on June 8, 2021, and based on the responses
provided, the project was found 'not likely to adveBely affect" the lndiana Bat and/or the NLEB (Appendix C26 - C37). INDOT
reviewed and verified the effect finding on February 24,2022, and requested USFWS'S review of the finding. No response was
received fom USFWS within the l4-day review period; therefore, it was concluded they concur with the finding. Avoidance and
Mitigation Measures (AMM) (General AMM 1, Lighting AMM 1, and Tree Removal AMMS 14) are included as firm commitrnents in
the Environmental Commitnents seclion ofthis document.

Franklin County Bridge 31 on N. Hamburg Rd over Bull Fork Salt Creek (Structure No. 2+00031, NBI No. 24OOO17), and the
projects sunounding habitat is conducive for use (i.e. nests) by a bird species protected under the Migratory Bird Treaty Act (MBTA)
Prior to the stan of nesting season (May 1) the stsudure must be impected for birds or signs of birds. lf birds or signs of birds are
found during the inspeclion, avoidance and minimizalion measures must be implemented prior to the start of and during the nesting
season. Nests without eggs or young should be removed prior to construction during the non-nesting season (September 8 - April
30) and during the nesting season if no eggs or young are present. Nests with eggs or young cannot be rernoved or di$urbed during
lhe nesting season (May 1 - September 7). Nests with eggs or young should be screened or buffered from aciive construdion.
Details of the required procedures are outlined in the 'PotenUal Migratory Bird on Structure' RSp.

This precludes the need for further consuftation on this proiect as required under Section 7 of the Endangered Species Act, as
amended. lf new information on endangered species at the site becomes available, or if proiect plans are changed, USFWS will be
contacted for comultalion.

x
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lndiana Depaftment of Transpodation

County Franklin Route N. Hamburg Rd Des. No. 1703013

Discuss il Nojed is located in the lndiana KaA/. Region and if any karst features have been idenlifred in the project area (frcm RFI) .

D,scuss response rcceived lrorn IGWS coordination. Discuss if any mines, oiugas, or explontion/abandoned wells warc identified
and il impacls will occur. lnclude discussion of karsl gudy/repo was completed and resu/ls- (Karst,hr,€srigation must comply wilh
the cunent Prctection of Karst Features aN Construction and coordinated and reviewed INDOT EWPO

SECTION C - OTHER RESOURCES

Presence lmpacts
Yes NoDrinking Water Resources

Wellhead Protection Area(s)
Source Water Prcteclion Area(s)
Water Well(s)
UIbanized Area Boundary
Public Water Syslem(s)

Yes No
ls the project located in the St. Joseph Sole Sourc€ Aquifer (SSA)

lf Yes, is the FFrWA/EPA SSA MOU Applicable?
lf Yes, is a Groundwaler Assessment Required?

Chack the appropiate boxes and d,scuss each topic below. Provide details about impacts and summarize rcsource-specific
coordination and comm itlne nts. Refe ren ce in the

Franklin Co. Bridq e No. 31 over Bull Fork Salt CIeek

Based on a desktop review and the lndiana Karst Region map, the projec't is located in the designated lndiana Karst Region as
outlined in the most re@nl Prdection of Karst Features dudng Projed Development d Cotlstuclion. Accltding to the topographic
map of the projecl area (Appendix 83) and the RFI report (Appendix E), there are no karst fealures identmed within or adjacent to the
project area. ln the early coodination response on November 2, 2021, the IGWS did not indicate that karst features exist in the
project area (Appendix C3). The IGWS response stated thal there are no sand and gravel resources or aclive or abandoned mines
docurn€nled in the areai hou/ever, they staled that there is a moderate liquefaction potential, a 17o annual chance flood hazard, and
high potential for bedrock resources in this area. The features will not be aflecied because lhe project is not within the vicinity of any
bedrock resources and involves the replacement of an existing struclure along the same general alignment. The responss from
IGWS was communicated with the designer on November 2, 202'1. No impads are expeded.

x x

x

Sole Source Aquifar
The poject is located in Franklin Cornty, which is not located within the area of the St. Joseph Sole Source Aquifer, the only legally
designated sole source aquifer in the state of lndiana. Therefore, the FHWTJEPA Sole Source Aquifer Memorandum of
Understanding (MOU) is nol applicable to this project, a detailed groundwater assessment is not needed, and no impacts are
6xpeded.

Wellhoad Pro(ec.lion Area and Source Water
TheloEMWellheadftoximityDeterminatorwebsite@wasaccessedon
November 1,2021, by SJCA. This poject is not located within a Wellhead Proteciion Area or Source Water Area. No impacts are
expeded.

Water Well3
The IONR Waler Well Record Database website (httos:/fu/u/w.in.oov/dnr/w@ was accessed on December 28, 2021, by
SJCA. No wells are located near this projec{. Therefore, no imp6cts are expeded.

Urban Aroa Boundary
Based on a desktop ieview of the INDOT MS4 website (https://entaoos.indot.in.oov/Ms4/) by SJCA on February 16, 2021, this

ect is not located in an Urban Area Bo location. No im are

This is page 14 of24 Project name
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County Franklin

Fa]mland
Agricultura I Lards
Prime Farmland (per NRCS)

Total Points (from Section Vll of CPA-10dAO-1006-)
'lt 1 60 ot groater, see CE Manual fot guidance.

lnd iana Department of Tran spoiation

Route N. Hamburg Rd Des. No 1703013

Public Water System
Based on a desktop review, the site visit on fuober '1, 2021 by SJCA lhe aerial map of the project area (Appendix B2), and the
project plans (Appendix B'11-B12), this prolect is located where lhere is a public water system. The public water system may be
affected because a water line present on the west side of N. Hamburg Rd may need to be r€located to acrommodate the new
structure. Temporary service intenuptions may occur during the relocation of the pipe, but no permanent impacts are anticipated.
Coordination between the designer and the utility owner, Napoleon Community RuralWater Coap, is ongoing.

Floodplaing
Proiect located within a regulated floodplain
LorEifu dinal encroachmer
Transverse encroachment
Homes located in floodplain within '1000' up/downstream from proiect

Presence lmoaqts
Yes No

lf applicable, indicate the Floodplain Level?

Level 1 Level 2 Level 3

Use the IDNR Flodway lnfomation Podal to help determine potential impacts. lnclude floodplain map in appendix. Discuss rimpacts
according to the classincaton system. lf encroachment on a fl@d plain will occur, c@rdinale with the Local Flood Plain Administratot

to insure with the local flood

Presence lmpacis
Yes No

Discuss existing lamland refiurces in the projed area, impacts that will occur to famlad, and miligation and minimization measures
considercd.

Based on a desktop review, a site visit on October 1, 202'l by SJCA, the aerial map of the project area (Appendix B2), the project will
convert 0.38 acre of farmland as defined by the Farmlard Protection Policy Acl. An early coordinalion letters were sent on November
2, 2321 andFebuary 8, 2022 to Natural Resources Conservalion Service (NRCS). Coordination with NRCS resulted in a score of
1 09 on the (NRC S-CP 1 06/AD 1 006 Form ) (Append tx c 1 2). The farm land acreage amount on the N I(US form (0 acre ) and I n
the cu Itu ral field of the ROW table 0.83 acre s different because not a the Itural land tn the a(ea s considered

Franklin Co. Bridqe No. 31 over Bull Fork

x

x x

Based on a desklop review of lhe IDNR lndiana Floodway Information Portal website (http://dnrmaps.dnr.in.gov/appsphp/fdms/) by
SJCA on February 8, 2022, and the RFI report, this project is localed in a regulatory floodplain as determined ftom approved IDNR
floodplain maps (Appendix F50). An early coordination letter was sent on November 2,2O2'l,lo lhe local Floodplain Administrator.
The floodplain administrator did not respond within the 3Hay time frame. This project qualifies as a Category 4 per the cunent
INDOT CE Manual, which states, 'no homes are localed within the base floodphin within 1,000 feet upsteam and no homes are
located within the base floodplain within 1,000 feet downstream. The proposed structure will have an effedive capacity such that
backwater surface elevations are not expected to substantially increase. As a resuh, there will b€ no substantial adveEe impacls on
natural and benefcial floodplain values; there will be no substantial change in flood risks, and there will be no substantial increase in
potential for intenuption or termination of emergency service or emergency evacuation routes; therefore, it has b€en determined that
this encroachment is not substantial. A hydraulic design study that addresses various structure size altematives will be completed
during the preliminary design phase. A summary of this study will be included with the Field Check Plans."

x
x
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lnd i ana Depadment of Transpoftation

Route N. Hamburg Rd Oes. No. 1703013County Franklin

Prime and Unique Farmland by the NRCS. NRCS's threshold score for significant impacts to farmland that result in the consideration
of alternatives is 160. Since this project score is less than the threshold, no significant loss of pime, unique, statewide, or local
important farmland will result from this project. No altematives other than those previously discussed in this document will be
tn without to farmland

46, A9, B12

SECTION D - CULTURAL RESOURCES

and s INDOT roval s NiA
Minor Projects PA

Full 106 Effect Finding
No Historic Properties Affected

Eligible and,/or Listed Resources Present
NRHP Building/Site/Districl(s) Archaeology NRHP Bndge(s)

ESD

MOA Dates List all natories

Memorandum of Agreement (MOA)

Section 1 06 work which must be at a latet such as from a MOA or avoidance commilments.

Franklin Co. Bridoe No. 31 over Bull Fork Salt Creek Date: MaY 18,2022

Documentation Prepared (mark all that apply)
APE, Eligibility and Effed Determinalion
800.11 Documentation
Histodc Properties Report or Short Report
Archaeological Records Check and Assessment
Archaeological Phase la Survey Report
Archaeological Phase lc Survey Report
Other:

s SHPO s

tl the projed falls under the MPPA, desc;.ibe the category(ies) that the projed falls under and any apqoval dates. lf the prohct requircs
full Seclion 106, use the headings provbed. The completion of the Sedh,n 106 process rcguires that a Legal Ndice be published in
local nawspapers. Ptease indic;te the publication date, name of the pape4s) and the comment @iod deadline. lnclude any fufther

1l't412 2t25t2022

x 1114t2022 N/A

On January 14,202z with an update on February 25,2022, t',e INDOT Cultural Resource Office (CRO) determined that this project

falls withinlhe guidelines of Category A, Types 6 and 9 and Category B, Type 12 under the Minor Poects Programmalic Agreement
(Appendix D1-D5)- Category A, Type 6 is applicable for repair, replacement, or upgrade of existing safety appurtenances such as
guardraits, baniers, ghrC screens, and crash atlenuators. Category A, Type I is applicable for inslallation, repair, o( replacement of
erosion control measures along roadways, wateru/ays and bridge piers. Category B, Type '12 is applicable for replacernent, widening,

or raising the elevation of the superstructure on existing bridges, and bridge replacement projeds (when both the superstructure and

substruclure are removed). A Phase la Arcfiaeological Literature Review and Reconnaissance Survey was completed for this project
(Smith 2022) (Appendix D6-DB). The survey concluded that no sites are present that are recommended for inclusion on the National
Register of Historic Plac€s (NRHP). No further consultation is required. This completes the Seclion 106 process and the

responsibilities ofthe FHWA under Section 106 have been fumlbd.
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County Franklin

lnd i ana Deparlment of Transportation

Route N. Hamburg Rd Des. No 1703013

sEcTroN E - sEcTroN 4(0 RESOURCES/ SECTTON 6(0 RESOURCES

Presence Use
Parfts and Other Recreational Land

Publicly owned park
Publicly owned recreation area
Other (school, state/national forest, bikeway, etc.)

Wildlife and Watedowl Refuges
National Wildlife Retuge
National Natural Landmark
State Wldlife Area
State Nature Preserve

Historic Prop€rties
Site eligible and/o( listed on the NRHP

Yes No

Evaluations
Prepared

Discuss Programmatic Seclion 4(0 and "de minimis" Sedion 4(D impads in the discussion below. lndividuat Sedion 4(0 documentation
must b includd in lhe appendix and summarized below. Discuss proposed altemativesthat satisly the requirements of $ction 4(0.
FHWA has identitied various to the tor Sadion 4 Refer to 23 CFR 774.13 -

Pmgrammatic Section 4(0
"De minimis" lmpad
lndividual Seclion 4(0
Any exception included in 23 CFR 774. 1 3

Section q0 lnvolvemem

Soctlon qD Property

Use
Yes

Discuss Secrion 6(, resources preserf or not presF.nt. Discuss il any conversion would occur as a result of thisprobct. ll @nversion
will occur, discuss the conversion

Franklin Co. Bridqe No. 31 over Bull Fo* Salt Creek Date

Section 4(0 of the U.S. Departrnent of Transportation Ad of 1966 prohibits the use of certain public and historic lands for federally
funded transportation facilities unless there is no feasible and prudent altemative. The law applies lo significant publicly owned
parks, recreation areas, wildlife/waterfowl refuges, and NRHP eligible or listed historic properties regardless of ownership. Lands
subject to this law are mnsidered Section 4(f) resources.

Based on a desktop review, the aerial map of the project area (Appendix B2), and the RFI report (Appendix E), there are no potential
4(f) resources located within the o.Smile search radius. According to additional research and the site visit on Oclober '1,2021 by
SJCA, there are no Section 4(f) resources within or adjacent to tlle pro.ied area. Therefore, no use is expeded.

The U.S. Land and Water Conservation Fund Acl of 1965 established the Land and Water Conservation Fund (LWCF), which was
created to preserve, develop, and assure accessibility to outdoor recreation resources. Seclion 6(0 ofthis Acl prohibits conversion ot
lands purchased with LWCF monies to a non{ecreataon use,

of on eth TNDOI E DS itewebs ledrevea ta6(f) properties ofotal six tnerties ranF klin ixd I N eon of( prop6) County Appen( )
these a locatedre with orn thto e aecl Thelea. thererefore nobe tm to resources.
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lnd iana Department of Transpoftation

Route N. Hamburg Rd Des. No. 17030'13Counly Franklin

SECTIONF-AirQuality

STIP/TIP and Conformity Status of the Proiect
ls the project in the most cunent STIP/TIP?
ls the pro.iect located in an MPO Area?
ls the project in an air quality rpn-attainment or maintenance area?
lf Yes, then:

ls the project in the most cunent MPO TIP?
ls the proiect exempt ftom coriformity?
lf No, then:

ls the project in the Transportauon Plan (TP)?
ls a hot spot arElysis required (CO/PM)?

Yes No

Fiscal Year (FY) 202G2024 STIP (Amendment
Location in STIP:

Name of MPO (if applicable):

Location in TIP (if applicable):

Level of MSAT Analysis required?

#7, Modification H1-H2

N/A

N/A

Level 1a

Descibe il the project is liged in the STIP and if it is in a TlP. Descibe the aftainment status of the county(ies) where the prciect is
t&aled. lndicate whetherthe projed is exempt from a confomity deteminalion. lf the projed is not exempt, include infomation about
the TP aN TlP. Describe if a hot ls and the MSAT Level.

SECTION G - NOISE

Noise

ls a noise analysis required in accordance wiul FIIWA regulatbns and INDOT'S traffic noise policy?

Yes No

Dale Noise Analysis was approved/technicatly sufficient by INDOT ESD: N/A

Descibe if the project is a TWe t or Type lll project. ff it is a Type I projed, descrbe the srud,es completed to date and if ncise impets
were identified. ll noise were describe il abatement is teasible and reasonable and include a statement of likelihood

Franklin Co. Bridqe No. 31 over Bull Fork Salt Creek Date:

x

SNP,TlP
This projecl is induded in the FiscalYear (FY) 202S2024 Statewiie Transportation lmprovement Program (STIP) (Appendix H1-
H2l.

Attalnment Status
This proiect is located in Franklin County, which is cunenlly in attainment for all qiteria pollutants according to the United States
Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) Nonattainment Areas for Criteria Pollutants Green Book (https:/ r'lww.epa.gov/green-book)
Therefore, the conformity procedures of40 CFR Part 93 do not apply.

MSAT
This project is of a type qualifying as a categorical exclusion (Group 1) under 23 CFR 771.117(c), or exempt under the Clean Air Act
confomity rule under 40 CFR 93.'126, and as such, a l\robile Source Air Toxics analysis is not required.

x

This project is a Type lll prqed. ln accordanc€ with 23 CFR 772 and the current INOOT Trafflc Noise Analysis Procedure, this adion
does not require a fomal noise analysis.

This is page 18 of24 Projecl name 2022
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County Franklin

lndiana Department of Transpoftation

Route N. Hamburg Rd Des. No 1703013

SECTION H - COMMUNIry IMPACTS

Regional, Cornmunity & Nelghborhood Faclors
Will the proposed aclion comply with the local/regional development pattems for the area?
Willthe proposed aclion result in substantial impads to community cohesion?
Will the proposed ac{ion result in substantial impads to local tax base or property values?
Will conslruction adivities impad community events (festivals, fairs, etc.)?
Does the community have an approved transition plan?

lf No, are steps being made to advance the clrnmunity's transition plan?
Does the projecl comply with the transition plan? (explain in the discussion below)

Yes No
x

x
x

Discuss how the project complies with the area's local/regional develoryent paftems; whether tha projecl witl impact cqnmunity
cohesion and evenrs. Dlscuss how the conforms with the ADA Transition Plan.

Publlc Facilities and Services
Discuss what public facilities and seNices are presenl in the project area and impacts (such as MOT) that wil occur to them. lnclude
how the impacts have been minimized and what coordination has occured_ Some examples of public facilities and services include
health facilities, educational tacilities, publb and private utilities, emergency seruices, religious in*itutions, aieotts, transpoiation or

and facilites.

x
x
x

This proiecl will not result in induced changes in the pattem of land use, the populalion density, or the growth rate ofthe area. lt will
not have a substantial impact on community cohesion, local tax bases, or property values. Minor decreases in property value may
occurfor propedies that will require ROW acquisition. ROW acquisition will conform with the Relocation Assistance and Real
Property Acquisition Policies Act of 1970 (Uniform Act).

Franklin County is in the process of developing an Americans with Disabilities Act (ADA) Transition Plan with a goal to ensure
program accessibility for people wth disabilitjes in the cornmunity by meeting or exceeding the requiremeflts ofthe ADA A drafr ADA
Transition Plan was found on the Franklin County govemmenl webpage at httpi/ 

^,ww.franklincountv.in.oov/wo-contenuuploads/Franklin-Countv-ADA-Transition-Plan-201$FlNAL.odf. This project is not within any city limits and does not involve
sidewalks or public facilities that would need to comply with an ADA Transition Plan.

The Comprehensive Plan of Franklin County, created in 2015, includes the goal of improving county roads and adding better
shoulders and side ditches for secondary roads. This bridge replacement project complies with the comprehensive plan by including
roadway improvements, including shoulder widening and side ditches. The Comprehensive Plan of Franklin County can be accessed
at htto://www.ftanklincountv.in.oov/wp-contenUuoloadV20l tFranklin-Countv-Comorehensive.Plan.odf.

A search of local festivals, fairs, and events that could potentially be impacled by this project was conducted on December 29, 2021,
by SJCA The following sources were evaluated: the everis page on the Franklin County Govemment website
(httos://franklincounMn.corn/events/), the lndiana Festivals website (htlps://indianafestivals.oro/), lhe Explore Indiana Wines websile
(httos://indianawines.oro4, and the IDNR Water trails website (https://www.in.oov/dnr/outdoor-recreatiorvwater-trails/). Multiple local
recurring events were found in Franklin County. However, no festivals were in the vicinity ofthe F)Iojecl. lf construction occurs during
times when festivals are occurring in Franklin County, the closure of N. Hamburg Rd and the detour may pose a minor
inconvenience to motorists traveling to events, but the projed will not direclly impact or deny access to any known events. This
section of N. Hamburg Rd was not found to be part of any scenic byway, historic road or trail, wine trail, or have any known features
that would make the road a destination in and of itsell This section of Bull Fork Salt Creek is not listad as a recreational water tlail,
and therefore, bridge construction is unlikely to impact any recreational boaung events. The road closure and detour may temporarily
impad motorists traveling to school or other community evenis in the surrounding areas; ho'./ever, no signifcant delays are
expecled, and all inconveniences to motorists will cease upon project completion. The detour is illustrated in the plans in Appendix
B9-810_

Based on a desktop review, the aerial map of the project area (Appendix B2), a the RFI report (Appendix E), there are no public
facilities located within the o.sfiile search radius. There are no public facilities within or adjacent to the proiect area, which was
confirmed by the site visit on October 1, 202'l by SJCA" Therefore, no impacls are expeded. Access to all properties will be
maintained durin construction.

Ve6ton: D*otub.t 2021
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A review of the pro.iecl plans (Appendix 811-812) and site visit on Octobe|l, 2021 by SJCA reveal€d that a waler line is present on
the west side and overhead telecommunication and electric lines on the east side of N. Hamburg Rd. The utilities may be relocated
to accommodate the new strudure and roadway work- No permanent impacts lo utility services will occur. Utility coordination is
ongoing between the poeci designer and utility mrnpanies and will continue until the prcject is completed.

Services including school buses and emergency services may be temporarily impacted by th€ detour; however, no signmcant delays
are anticipated, and all inconveniencss will cease upon prciect co.npletion. Early coordination was sent to Franklin fuunty EMS,
Franklin County Sheriff Depa(ment, and Franklin County Sctlool Corporalion: however, no respoff;es were received from any of
these service agencies.

It is the responsibility of the poecl sponsor to notify school corporations and emergency services at least t\,ro weeks prior to any
consfudion that $,ould block or limit access.

County

lnd iana Department of Transportation

Route N. Hamburg Rd Des. No.

Envirorunental Justco (EJ) (Presidenthl EO '12898)

During the development ofthe projed were EJ issues identmed?
Does the prciect requir€ an E, analysis?
lf YES, then:

Are any EJ popuhlions located within the prc,ject area?
Will the proiect result in adversety high and disproportionate impacts to EJ populations?

lndicate if EJ issues were identified during projed develoryent. lf an EJ analysis was not required, discuss why. lf an EJ analysis
was raquired, desdibe how the EJ population was identified- lrolude if the project has a disproportionataly high or adverse efroct on

and descibe aclions to minimize and these efects

Franklin Co. Bridge No. 31 over Bull Fork Salt Creek Date: May 18,2022

Yes No

1703013

x
x

x
x

I

Under FHWA Order 6&0.23A, FFTWA and the pro.ject sponsor, as a recipient offunding ftom FHWA are responsible to ensure that
their programs, policies, and acrivities do not have a disproportionately high and adverse efieci on minority or lowincome
populatons. Per the cunent INDOT Categorical Exclusion Manual, an Environmental Justice (EJ) Analysis is required for any project
that has two or more relocations or 0.5 acre of additional permanent ROW. The projec{ will require 2.0'1 aqes of new permanent
ROw. The.efore, an EJ Analysis is required.

Potential EJ impacts are detected by locating minority and lor/-income populations relalive to a reference populalion to determine if
populations of EJ concem exist and wheher there could be disproportionately high and adverse impactrs to them. The reference
population may be a munty, city, or tol/tat and is called the community of comparison (COC). ln lhis prcject, the COC is Franklin
County. The cornmunity that overlaps the projeci area is called the affected community (AC). ln this pro.iect, the AC is Census Tract
9601. An AC has a population of concem for EJ if the populalion is more than 50yo minority or low-incrme or if the low"income or
minority population is 125% of the COC. Data from the 2017 ACS tYear Estimates was obtained from the US Census Bureau
Website (httos://data.census.oov/cedsci/) on December 29, 2021, by SJCA. The data collected for minority and loui.income
populations within the AC ara summarized in the table below.

Table: Minqity and Low-lncome Data (U.S. Census Bureau, 2017 ACS $Y€r Estimates)

coc -
Franklin County

AC-
Census Trac{ 9601, Franklin
County

Percent Minority 3.17./. 4.45%
125'/o ot QOC 3.96% AC >125% of COC

EJ Population of Concern

%rcent L.*-l"come

Yes

? .69%-
125'/. of COC 11.32% AC < 125'l" ot COC
EJ Population of Concem No

AC Census Traci 9601 has a percent minority of 4.45%, which is below 50% minority and above the 125% of COC threshdd.
Therefore, the AC is a manority popuhtion of EJ concem.

Vats@: D@nbor 204
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Route N. Hamburg Rd Des. No '1703013County Franklin

Relocation of P6ople, Businessss oa Farms

Will the proposed action resuh in the relocation of people, businesses, or farms?
ls a BIS or CSRS required?

Discuss an

Yes No

relocations that will occur dLE to the /f a BrS or CSRS is discuss lhe resu/rs in tha discussion below.

AC Census Tract 9601 has a percent low-income of 7.69%, wtrich is below 50o/o low-income and below the '125olo of COC threshold
Therefore, the AC does noi contain low-incorne populations ot EJ concem.

Conclusion
lmpac{s from this bridge replacement project include 2.01 acres of permanent ROW acquired from seven (7) adjacent property
owners of resider ial, forested, and agricultural properties in a rural area. The ROW acquisition will occur parallel to each side of the
roadway, with maximum ROW widths from the centedine increasing by approximately ten (10) feet from the existing maximum ROW
on each side of the road. No relocation will be necessary as a result ofthis ROW acquisition, and community cohesion will not be
affected. The MOT is anticipated to be a complete closure of N. Hamburg Rd with a detour that is approximately 1 I miles and
requires an addilional 9 miles of lravel. Access to all residences and businesses wilhin the project area will be maintained at all
times. The MOT will impact all favelers regardless of income or ethnicity and will not impacl EJ populations more than any other
population. lt was conduded that because this project will include no relocations, no changes in access, and no changes in
community cohesion that the identmed minorily population will not expeience a dispropoiionately high and adverse impacl ftom the
prqect INDOT ESD concuned with this frnding on February 17, 2022 stating thal the impacls associated with this prciec1 will not be
considered as causing a disproporlionately high and adverse effect on minority and/or lolriLincome populatons (Appendix l8). The
census data sheets, maps, and calculations can be found in Appendix l2-17. No further EJ analysis is wananted.

x
x

No relocations of people, businesses, or fams willtake place as a resull ofthis proiecl

SECTION I - HAZARDOUS MATERIALS & REGULATED SUBSTANCES

Documer ation
Hazardous ltlat rials & Regulated Substances (Mark all that apply)
Red Flag lnvestigation (RFl)
Phase I Environmental Site Assessment (Phase I ESA)
Phase ll Environmental Site Assessment (Phase ll ESA)
Design/Specmcations for Rernediation requared?

Date RFI concunence by INDOT SAM (if applicable): Janua 5 2022

lnclude a summary of the potential hazardous matedal @ncems lound duing review. Oiscuss rn depth sfes found within, dircc y
adiacent to, or ones lhat could impacl the projecl area. Refer to cunent INDOT SAM guidance. tf additional dnumenlafq (special

etc- will be include in discussion. lnclude commitnents.

Franklin Co. Bridqe No. 31 over Bull Fork Salt Creek Date:

x

Based on a review of Geographic lnformation System (GlS) data and available public recrrds, an RFI was mmpleted on December
21, 2021 by SJCA (Appendix E) and INDOT SAM provided their concunence on January 5,2022. No sites with hazardous materiat
concems (hazmat sites) or sites involved with regulated subslances were identified in or within 0.5 mile of the project area. Further
investigation for hazardous material crncems or regulated substances is not required at this time.

This is page 21 of24 Projecl rEme:
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lndiana Departnent of Transportation

Route N. Hamburg Rd Des. No.

Part lV - Permits and

1703013County Franklin

PERMITS CHECKLIST

Permits (mark all that apply)

Army CorF of Engineers (4o/Usoclionl0 Permit)
Nationwide Permit (NWP)
Regional General Permit (RGP)
lndividual Permit (lP)
Other

lN Departmar of Environmental Management
(401/Rule 5)

Nationwide Permit (NwP)
Regional General Permit (RGP)
lndividual Pemit (lP)
lsolated Wetlands
Rule 5
Other

lN Departmor of Natural Resources
Constsuction in a Floodway
Navigable WateMay Permit
Other

Mitigation R€quired
US Coast Guard Section 9 Bridge Pemit
Others (Pleass discuss in the dlscusslon below)

Likelv Required

x

List the for the and summarize wh the are needed, as "Other."

ENVIRONMENTAL COMMITMENTS

Ljst all commitnents and include tl?F- name of agency/oryanization requesting/requiing the commitnent(sI Listed commitnenls
should be numbered

Firm:
1) lf the scope of work or permanent or temporary right-of-way amounts change, the INDOT Environmental Services Division

and the INDOT District Environmental Section will be contacted immedialely. (INDOT ESD and INDOT Seymour District)

Franklin Co. Bridoe No.31 over Bull Fork Sall Creek Date: May 18,2022

x

x

I

A 4O4l4Ol permit from USACSIDEM is expeded to be required forthe impacts to Bull Fork Salt Creek. An IDEM Rule 5 permit is

anticipated because soil disturbance will be greater than one ('l) acre.

An IDNR construclion in a floodway (ClF) permit is not anticipated for this project, as the project meets the criteria for the rural bridge
exemption. Exemption criterion is included in Appendix C9.

Applicable recommendations provided by USFWS and IDNR are included in the Environmental Commitments section of this
docu.nent. lf permits are found to be necessary, the conditions of the permit will be requirements ot the proiect and will supeBede
these recornmendalions.

It is the responsibility of the project sponsor to identiry and obtain all required permits.

This is page 22 of 24 Project name
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lndiana Department of Transportation

County Franklin Route N. Hamburg Rd Des. No. 1703013

Franklin Co. Bridqe No. 31 over Bull Fork Salt Creek

2) lt is the responsibility of the project sponsor to notify school corporations and emergency services at leasl two weeks prior to
any construclion that would block or limit access. (INDOT ESD)

3) Bull Fork Salt Creak is listed for Dissolved Orygen (DO) and E Col,. Conceming DO, Best Management Practices (BMPS)
will be used to avoid further degradation to the stream. Bull Fork is listed for E cor'. Workers who are working in or near
water with E. coli should take care to wear appropriate PPE, observe proper hygiene procedures, induding reguhf hand
washing, and limit personal exposure. 0NDOT SAM)

4) USFWS Bddge/Structure Assessment shall take place no earlier than two (2) years p{ior to the start of construction. lf
construction will begin after Odober 1, 2023, an inspection of the stludure by a qualified individual, must be performed.
lnspection of lhe strudure should check for presence of bats/bat indicato{s and/or presence of birds. The results of the
inspection must indicate no signs of bats or birds. lf signs of bats or birds are documented during this inspection, the INDOT
District Environmental Manager must be cutacted immediately. (INDOT ESD)

5) Fraoklin County Bridge 31 on N. Hamburg Rd over Bull Fo* Sah Creek (2+00031, 2400017 NBI), and the project's
sunounding habitat is conducive for use (i.e. nests) by a bkd species protected under the Migratory Bird Treaty Act (MBTA)
Prior to the start of nesting season (May 1) the structure must be inspeded for birds or signs of birds. lf birds or signs of
birds are found during the inspection, avoidance and minimization measures musl be implemented prjor to the slart of and
during the nesting season. Nests without eggs or young should be removed prior to construction during the non-nesting
season (September I - April 30) and during the nesting season if no eggs or young are present. Nests with eggs or young
cannot be removed or disturbed during the nesting season (May 1 - September 7). Nests with eggs or young should be
sqeer€d or buffered fiom active consfudion. Details of the required procedures are outlined in the'Potential MigEtory
Bird on Structure' RSP. (NOOT ESO)

6) General AMM 'l: Ensure all operators, employees, and contractors working in areas of known or presumed bat habital are
aware of all FHWI'/FRA/FTA (Transporlation Agencies) environmental commitments, including all applicable AMMs.
(usFWs)

7) Lighting AMM 1: Direct temporary lighting away from suitable habitat during the active season. (USFWS)

8) Tree Removal AMM 'l: Modify all phases/aspecls of the project (e.9., temporary work areas, alignmenG) to avoid tree
removal. (USFWS)

9) Tree Removal AMM 2: Apply tirne of year restridions for tree removal when bats are not likely to be Fesent, or limit tsee
removal to 1 0 or fewer trees per projed at any time of year within 1 00 feet of existing road/rail surface and outside of
documented roosting/foraging habitat or travel conido(S; visual emergence survey must be conducted with no bats
observed. (No tree clearing Apdl 1 - September 30) (USFWS, IDNR-OFW)

10) Tree RemovalAMM 3: Ensure tree removal is limited to lhat specified in project plans and ensure that contractors
understand clearing limits and how they are marked in the field (e.9., install bright colored flagging/fencing prior to any tree
claa.ing to ensure contractors stay within cleanng limits). (USFWS)

1'l ) Tree Removal AMM 4: Do not romove docxJmented lndiana Bat or NLEB oosts that are still suitable for roosting, or trees
within 0.25 mile of roosts, or documented foraging habitat any time of year. (USFWS)

'12) Final construction plans and right of way plans will be senttothe Franklin Cour{y Surveyo/s oflice for records purposes.
(Franklin County Surveyor)

For Further Consideration:

13) Restrid below low-water work in streams to placement of culverts, piers, pilings and/or footings, shaping of the spill slopes
around the bridge abutments, and placement of rip.ap. (USFWS)

14) Minimize the extent of hard armor (riprap) in bank stabilization by using bioengineering techniques whenever possible. lf
riprap is utilized for bank stabilization, extend it below low-water elevation to provide aquatic habitat. (USFWS)

This is page 23 of24 Project name
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'15) Avoid all work within the inundated part of the stream channel (in perennial slreams and larger intermittent streams) during
the fish spawning season (April 1 through June 30), except for work within sealed stuctures such as caissons or
cofferdams that were installed prior to lhe spawning season. No equiprnent shall be operated below Ordinary High Water
ma* during this time unless the macfiinery is within the caissons or on the cofferdams. (USFWS)

'16) Evaluate wildlife crossings under bridgey'culvert projects in appropriate situations. Suitable crossings include flal areas belov/
bridge abutments with suitable ground cover, high water shelves in culverts, amphibian tunnels and diversion fencing.
(USFWS)

17) Crossings should: span the entire channel width (a minimum of 1.2 times the OFIr'VM width); maintain the natural stream
substrate within the struclure; and have stream depth, channel width, and water velocities during low4ow conditions that
are approximate lo those in the natural steam channel. (IDNR-DFVV)

18) Riprap must not be placed in the aclive thalweg channel or phced in the streambed in a manner that precludes fish or
aquatic organism passage (riprap must not be placed above the exis{ing streambed elevalion). Riprap may be used only at
the toe of the sideslopes up to the ordinary high water mark (OHWM). The banks above the OHWM should be restored,
stabilized, and revegetated using geotextiles and a mixture of gl.asses, sedges, wildflowers, shrubs, and trees native to the
area and specifically for stream banufloodway stabilization purposes as soon as possible upon completion. (IDNR-DFVV)

19) lmpacts to non-wetland forest of one (1) acre or more should be mitigated at a minimum 2:1 ratio. lf less than one acre of
non-wedand torest is removed in a rural setling, replacement should be at a 1:'l ratio based on area. lmpacis to non-
welland fo(est under one (1) acle in an urban setting should be mhigated by planting five trees, at least 2 inches in
diameter-at+reast height (dbh), for each tree which is remo\red that is 10 incfies dbh or greater (5:1 mitigation based on the
number of large trees). (IDNR-DFW)

20) The new, replacement or rehabbed struc{ure should not create conditions that are less favorable for wildlife passage under
the struclure compared to the current conditions. (IDNR-DFW)

21) Minimize the use of riprap and use ahemative erosion proteclion materials whenever possible. (IDNR-DFW)

22) Do not excavate in the low flow area except fo. the placement of piers, foundations, and riprap, or removal of the old
struc{ure. (IDNR-DFW)

23) Oo not construct any teanporary runarounds, accass bridges, causewalrs, cofferdams, diversions, or pumparounds. (IDNR-
DFW)

24) Use minimum average 6 inch graded riprap stone extended below the normal water levelto provide habitat for aquatic
organisms in the voids. (IDNR-DFW)

County Franklin

lndiana Department of Transportafion

Route N. Hamburg Rd Des_ No 17030't3
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! Coordinate with INDOT EnvimDmeital Sef! ices Dvision. INDOTwill then coordinate wirhthe
: Any involvarent with a bndge gocessed unds the Historic Bndge Progra$maric Agre.rnenr.
I Total p€rmmeli impats to strearns (lin€{ feet) and *erlands (a.res).
rUSArmy Corps ofEngitreeG bdividuai 4O4 Pemrr
i Tot l permaie t and ternpoEy right"of-way- This do€s trot i-nclude rEacquisition of existitrg epaEot right-of-way.

-6 
AvoidaDce ed Miligdion M€asUIG (AMMS) ddsmin€d by the IPAC d€tamimtion key to be requirEd the a'e not tree AMMS, bridge AMMS, or st ucore AMMS.

' Pmjecrs thar do trol &ll undq a Sp€ci€s Sp€cific Pmgranmdic ard r€sults in a 'l-ikel, to Advqsely Afiect". Oth€r fiDdings ce be Focessed as a lowq levd CE.
3 Poteotial forcausing a disp.oportior6ely high &d advEse imp&t
t Sectiotr 4(0 use r€sulting in m Individual, PmgrdDm ,ri., ot de ninimis €J.?,llu.,:ioD- The only fi@tion is a d€ rririrrir evaluation for historic propati€s (Eteclive
,muary 2, 2020). Ifa historic prop€rty de rnrizrt and no other use, Eark rhe ly'orecDlumn.

r0 Hot Spot A.nalysis a(vor MSAT Quantitative Emission An lysis-
* Includes the lhrEatenedefld.mgerEd sp€cies critical habitat
Note: Substatial public ora$acy contmversy may rcquire a highs-level NEPA doqrmar.

qpropriate FHWA Environmental Specialist
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Project Location Map (1:227 ,488)
Bridge Replacement
N. Hamburg Road over Bull Fork
Salt Creek

s. No. 1703013
Franklin County, lndiana
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Aerial Map (1:1,528)
Bridge Replacement
N. Hamburg Road over Bull
Fork Salt Creek
Des. No. '1703013

Franklin County, lndiana
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Topographic Map (1 :24,000)
Bddge Replacement
N. Hamburg Road over Bull Fork Salt Creek
)es. No. 1703013
Clarksburg Quadrangle, Franklin County, Indiana
Source: US Geological Survey, PLSS
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Photo Location and Orientation Map (1:1,528)
Bridge Replacement
N. Hamburg Road over Bull Fork Salt Creek
Des. No. 1703013 Franklin County, lndiana
Source: SJCA lnc Field Survey
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Franklin ,rty Bridge #31, Des. 1703013(
N Hamburg Rd ovel

Photo 7. Focing notth olong N Hombwg Rd, towotd the bridge ovet Bull Fotk hlt Cteek

, Fork Salt Creek Site Photographs rll2t

Photo 2, Focinq noftheost lrcm the peninsulo, towords the bridge ovet Bull Fotk Solt Crcek
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Photo 2. Focing notth olong the vegetoted droinoge swole on the west side ol N Hombwg Rd,

fiom the south end oI the project arco.
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Franklin County Bridge S31, Des. 1703013

Photo 5. Focing southeost fiom the bridge ovet Bull fotk Solt Crcek

Photo 7, Focing south otong N Hohburg Rd, towotdt the btidge ovet Bull Fotk Sdlt Creek

Photo 6. Focing south olong the edst side oJ N Homburg Rd, f@m the hotth end ol the
Poject oreo
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Site Photographs: 10/1/21
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Photo 3. Focing southeost towotds the N Homburg Rd btidge ovet BullFotk Solt Creek

) B6

N Hamburg Rd over Bull Fork Salt Creek
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INDIANA DEPARTMENT
OF TRANSPORTATION

flolo P.g{6 h.v. bsn r€Nvsl lrm pl6nt

-{ru..
BRIDGE PLANS
FOR SPANS OVER 20 FEET

ON
NORTH HAMBURG ROAD OVER BULL FORK SALT CREEK

PROJECT NO. 1703013 P.E.
1703013 R/W
1703013 coNsT. I

i.idge tuph.dBt M li. H.mburg Roa.l o,/s 8.rl ffi Salt CG.t
letd, 2,9 nL. Sol)th of SdprE Hl Ro.d

ln S<tloi 14, TllN, RllE, S.h CEt TdGt{p, fr.r*ln Cdrty, I.dN.

FRANKLIN COUNW BOARD OF COMMISSIONERS

ATTEST

sracE 2 PLANS 11-29-2021
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APPENDIX C:

EARLY COORDINATION



Sample Eady Coordinalion Letter

!SICA Note: Update to Early Coordination lettea
sent on 1'1.2.21 due to ROW inc.ease.

C.rtified \tBE. Stnte of Indinrr; Ci.} ofl*didtrrpolis I\DOT aenified DBE

CERTI'IED

February 8, 2021

Re: Des. No.: 1703013, Bridge Replacemenl Project on North Hamburg Road orcr Bull Fork Salt Creek., 2.9 Miles
south of Stipps Hill Roa{ Franllin County, Indiana.

Agercy Representative,

The Franftlin Counry Board ofCommissioners, with federal funding, intends to proceed with a project involving
Bridge No. 3l in Franklin County, Indiam. This letter is part of the early coordination phase of the envirotrmental
review process. We are requesting comments from your area ofexpertise regarding any possible environmental effects
associated with this project. Please use the above designation rumber (Des. No,) and description in your reply.
We will incorporate your comments into a study ofthe project's envtonmental impacts.

The project is located on North [Iamburg Roa4 2.9 Mles south of Stipps Hill Road, Fra*lin County, Indiana. This
section ofNorth Hamburg Road consists of two (2) 9.75-foot lanes with no shoulders and is classified as a Rural
Major Collector. The existing structure (NBI: 2400Ot7), which carries North Hamburg Road over Bull Fork Salt
Creek, is a three-spatr coDcrete box beam bridge with a 100-foot tength and 19.5-foot width. The existing structure
exhibits significant deterioration to the deck, wearing surface, superstucture, and substruchue. The approach roadway
is in a sag cuwe and doesn't meet current design criteria.

The proposed project will replace the existing stmctue with a three-span prestressed concrete I-beam bridge on new
concrete piers and abutmeDts. The new bridge will be approximately 170.75 feet in leng*r, 28 feet in width, and will
provide two (2) [0-loot lanes with 4-foot shoulders. This project witl require riprap on end bent sloping walls and in
the roadside drainage ditches northwest and southeast ofthe bridge. The approach roadway on each side ofthe
strucn[e will be widened to accommodate two (2) lo-foot lafles with 4-foot shoulders and corected to meet curent
design criteria. Full-depth pavement and new guardrail will be installed. It is anticipated that the project will require
approximately 2.01 acres ofpermanent right-of-way @OW) and 0.l7 acre oftemporary ROW acquisition.
Approximately 0.5 acre oftree clearing is anticipated. A rcad closure with a detour, is anticipated as the method of
traffic maintenance. Construction is anticipated in Spring/Summer 2024.

Land use in the ricinity ofthe project is primarily rurat. SJCA Irc. will complete a Waters ofthe US Report to
identi! any ecological resources that may be preseng and coordination will occur with the INDOT Ecology and
Waterway Permitting Office to determine the required water and water resource pemits. This project is anticipated to
qualiry for the Range-wide Programmatic Agreement for the Indiana bat and northem long-eared bat by completing
the Information for Planning and Consultation (lPaC). Coordination will occur with the INDOT Culnrral Resources
Office (CRO) to evaluate the project area for archeological and historic resources and for Section 106 compliance.

Pleaw respond with comments, questions, aod concems within thirty (30) caleudar days fiom the date ofthis letter;
if no response is received, it will be assumed that your agency feels that there are no adverse effects incurred as a
result ofthis proposed projecl However, should you find that an extension to the response time is necessary, a

reasonable amount may be ganted upon request. lfyou haye any questions regarding this mafter, please feel fiee to
contact Laura Rogers at SJCA, lnc, at lrosers@sicainc.com or '165-244-0117 , or the Franklitr Coutrty Employee in
Responsible Charge (ERC), Larry Smith at hiehwav@fianldincounty-in.eov. Thank you in advance for your input on
this project.

Sincerely,

Laura Rogers

{h
SJCA, Inc

9102 N. Meridian Street, Suite 200 . lndianapolis, lN 46260 . Phone 317-566-0629 ' Fax 317-56&0633 . www.SJcAinc.com

cl

Enclosures:
Maiting List
Project Maps
Projed Area Photographs 1

Maps and Photograph( are availdble in Appendix B



!SICACERTIFIED

tDEM's Wetlhead Proximity Determinator
https://www.in. sov/iden'cleanwater/paees/wellhead,/

Franllin County Floodplain Adminisn'ator
Cindy Orschell
fcap@franklincounw. in. sov

Frantlin Coulty Highway Superintendent and
Franklin County ERC- Larry Smith
hishway@franklincounfy. in.qo v

Field Environmental OfEcer
Chicago Regional Of6ce
US Departnent ofHousing & Urban Development
erilcr. sandstedt@hud. sov

INDOT Seymour District
EnviroDmental Section
ddye@indot.in.eov

Franklin County EMS
franklincountvems@etczone. com

Franklin County Sheriff Department
sheriff@franklincountv.in.gov

INDOT Project Manager
Greg Prhce Frantlin County Schoot Corp

Transportation Director, Brittney McCoy
bmccov@fccsc.k I 2.in.us

gprince(a) indot.in.eov

US Fish and Witcllife Service
Bloomin5on Indiana Field Office
robin mcwilliams@fu s.sov

State Conservationist
Natural Resources Cotrservation Service
iohn.allen@in.usdasov

Ms. Deborah Snyder
US Army Corps of Engineers,
Louisville District Indianapolis Regulatory Office
Regulato.yApplicatiousl-RL@usace.army.mil

Commander, Eighth Coast Guard District
eric.washbum@uscs.mil

9102 N. Meridian Street, Suite 200 . lndianapolis, lN 45250 . Phone 317-566-0629 . Fax 317-566-0633 . www.S.lCAinc.com

c2
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The following agencies received Early Coordination Letters:

Federal Highway Administration FmDklin County Council co: Auditor
Erica.tait@dot. sov Auditor@franklincounw.in.eov

Indiana Geologicat and Warer Survey Frar:.klin County Commissioner's Office
httos://iqws.indiana.edu,/eAssessment commissione6{AfianklincounW.in.sov

Environmental Coordinator, IDNR-DFW Franklin County Suweyor
environmentalreview@dnr.in.eov Rob Seig

survevor@fr anklincorm8. in.sov
Regional Environmental Coordinator
Midwest Regional Office INDOT Utilities and Railroads
National Park Service wDlant@itrdot.in.qov
Mwro Compliance@nps. gov

Franklin County Soil and Water Conservation
Indiana Deparmrent ofEnvironmental Management District
Wetlands and Stormwaters Prcgrams fcswcdl l@email.com
rbraun@idem.in-eov, JTumer2@idem.in.eov



Organization and Proiect Information

Project ID: 20252

Des. ID: I 703013

Project Title: Franklin County Bridge 31, North Hamburg Road over Bull Fork Salt Creek

Name of Organization: SJCA INC

Requested by: Laura Rogers

Environmental Assessment Report

1. Geological Hazards:
r Moderate liquefaction potential
r l% Annual Chance Flood Hazard

2. Mineral Resources:

. Bedrock Resource: High Potential

. Sand and Gravel Resource: None documented in the area

3. Active or abandoned mineral resources extraction sites:

r None documented in the area

*All map layers from lndrana Map { m.ps. rndrana.edu r

DISCLAIMER:
This documeDt was compiled by Indiana Unive$ity, Iadiana Geological Survey, using data believed to be accurate; howeve., a degrce of error is
inhereot in all dara- This product is disEibuted "AS-IS" without warranties of aDy kiDd, either expressed or implied includiog but oot limited ro
warranties ofsuitability to a particular purpose or use. No attempt has been made in either the design or productioo ofthese data and documeff to
define the limits or jurisdictioD of any federal, state, or local govemment. The data used to assemble this doctrmeDt are inteoded for use only at the
published scale of the source data or smaller (see the metadata links below) aad are for reference purposes only. They are not to be construed as a
legal docurnenl or surwey instnrment. A detailed on-the-ground survey and historical analysis of a single site may differ from these data and this
document.

This information was furnished by Indiana Geological Survey
Address: 1001 E. 1oth St., Bloomington, IN 47405

Email: IGSEnvir@indiana.edu

Phone: 812 855-7428 Date: November 02,2021

I[ *r* 
" 

,0,, *" ,* orrdi@ Lrniydity, c6Dynsm Lmptar. Pnvry Nolice c3
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Laura Rogers

From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

McWilliams, Robin < robin_mcwilliams@fi^/s.gov>

Tuesday, November 2, 2021 12:59 PM

Laura Rogers
Re: [EXTERNAL] Early Coordination, Des, No.: 1703013, Bridge Replacement Project on

North Hamburg Road over Bull Fork Salt Creek, Franklin County

Dear Laura,

This responds to your recent letter requesting our comments on the aforementioned project.

These comments have been prepared under the authority of the Fish and Wildlife Coordination Act (16 U.S.C.

651 et. seq.) and are consistent with the intent of the National Environmental Policy Act of 1969, the
Endangered Species Act of 1973, and the U. S. Fish and Wildlife Service's Mitigation Policy.

The project is within the range of the lndiana bat (Myotis sodalisl and northern long-eared bat (Myotis
septentrionalisl and should follow the new lndiana bat/northern long-eared bat programmatic consultation
process, if applicable (1.e. a federal transportation nexus is established). The Service has 14 days after a "Not
Likely to Adversely Affect" determination letter is generated to review the project and provide additional
comments or request additional information; if you do not receive a response from us within 14 days, we have
no additional comments.

Wetland and stream impacts may require permits from the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, the lndiana
Department of Environmental Management's Water Quality Certification program, and the lndiana
Department of Natural Resources. Wetland impacts should be avoided, and any unavoidable lmpacts should
be compensated for in accordance with agency mitigation guidelines.

Based on a review of the information you provided, the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service has no other comments
on the project as currently proposed. However, should new information arise pertaining to project plans or a
revised species list be published, it will be necessary for the Federal agency to reinitiate consultation. Standard
recommendations are provided below.

We appreciate the opportunity to comment at this early stage of project planning. lf you have any questions
about our recommendations, please contact me at robin_mcwilliams@fws.gov oryou may call 872-334-426f
x. 2O7 .

Sincerely,
Robin McWilliams Munson

Standard Recommendations:

c4

1. Do not clear trees or understory vegetation outside the construction zone boundaries. (This restriction is
not related to the 'tree clearing" restriction for potential lndiana Bat habitat.)

1



2. Restrict below low-water work in streams to placement of culverts, piers, pilings and/or footings, shaping
of the spill slopes around the bridge abutments, and placement of riprap.
Culverts should span the active stream channel, should be either embedded or a 3-sided or open-arch culvert,
and be installed where practicable on an essentially flat slope. When an open-bottom culvert or arch is used

in a stream, which has a good natural bottom substrate, such as gravel, cobbles and boulders, the existing
substrate should be left undisturbed beneath the culvert to provide natural habitat for the aquatic
community.
3. Restrict channel work and vegetation clearing to the minimum necessary for installation of the stream
crossing structure.
4. Minimize the extent of hard armor (riprap) in bank stabilization by using bioengineering techniques
whenever possible. lf riprap is utilized for bank stabilization, extend it below low-water elevation to provide

aquatic habitat.
5. lmplement temporary erosion and sediment control methods within areas of disturbed soil. All
disturbed soil areas upon project completion will be vegetated following INDOT'S standard specifications.

6. Avoid all work within the inundated part of the stream channel (in perennial streams and larger

intermittent streams) during the fish spawning season (April l through June 30), except for work within sealed
structures such as caissons or cofferdams that were installed prior to the spawning season. No equipment
shall be operated below Ordinary High-Water Mark during this time unless the machinery is within the
caissons or on the cofferdams-
7. Evaluate wildlife crossings under bridge/culverts projects in appropriate situations. Suitable crossings include flat
areas below bridge abutments with suitable ground cover, high water shelves in culverts, amphibian tunnels and

diversion fencing

Robin McWilliams Munson
Fish and Wildlife Biologist
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service

520 South Walker Street
Bloomington, lN 45142
812-3f4-4267

Mon-Tues 8-3:30p
Wed-Thurs 8:30-3p Telework

From: Laura Rogers <lrogers@sjcainc.com>
Sent: Tuesday, November 2, 2O2L LO:L4 AM
To: Laura Rogers <lrogers@sjcainc.com>

Subiect IEXTERNAL] Early Coordination, Des. No.: 1703013, Bridge Replacement Project on North Hamburg Road

over Bull Fork Salt creek, Franklin County

This email has been received from outside of DOI - Use caution before clicking on links, opening attachments, or
responding.

Environmental Reviewer,

I am sharing with you a letter and packet detailing a Bridge Replacement Project (Des. No. 1600831) occurring on North

Hamburg Road over Bull Fork Salt Creek., 2.9 Miles south of Stipps Hill Road, Franklin County, lndiana. Please respond

2
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THIS IS NOT A PERMIT

State of lndiana
DEPARTMENT OF NATURAL RESOURCES

Division of Fish and Wildlife
Early Coordination/Environmental Assessment

DNR #:

Requestor:

Project:

County/Site info:

Regulatory Assessment:

Natural Heritage Database:

Fish & Wildlife Comments:

ER-24199

SCJA lnc
Laura Rogers
9102 North Meridian Street, Suite 200
lndianapolis, lN 46260

Request Received: November 2, 202 t

North Hamburg Road bridge (#31) replacemenl over Bull Fork, about 2.9 miles south of
Stipps Hill Road; Des#1703013

Franklin

The lndiana Department of Natural Resources has reviewed the above referenced
project per your request. Our agency offers the following commenls for your
information and in accordance with the National Environmental Policy Act of '1969.

lf our agency has regulatory jurisdiction over the project, the recommendations
contained in this letter may become requirements of any permit issued. lf we do not
have permitting authority, all recommendations are voluntary.

This proposal will require the formal approval of our agency for construction in a
floodway pursuant to the Flood ControlAct (lC 14-28-1), unless it qualifies for a bridge
exemption (see enclosure). Please include a copy of this letter with the permit
application if the project does not meet the bridge exemption siteria.

The Natural Heritage Program's data have been checked.
To date, no plant or animal species listed as state or federally threatened, endangered,
or rare have been reported to occur in the project vicinity.

Avoid and minimize impacts to fish, wildlife, and botanical resources to the greatest
extent possible, and compensate for impacts. The following are recommendations that
address potential impacts identified in the proposed project area:

1) Crossing Structure:
For purposes of maintaining fish and wildlife passage through a crossing structure, the
Environmental Unit recommends bridges rather than culverts and bottomless culverts
rather than box or pipe culverts. Wide culverts are befter than nanow culverts, and
culverts with shorter through lengths are better lhan culverts with longer through
lengths. lf box or pipe culverts are used, the bottoms should be buried a minimum of 6"
(or 20% of the culvert heighupipe diameter, whichever is greater up to a maximum of 2')
below the stream bed elevation to allow a natural streambed to form within or under the
crossing slructure. Crossings should: span the entire channel width (a minimum of 1.2
times the OHWM width); maintain the natural stream substrate within the structure; and
have stream depth, channelwidth, and water velocities during low-flow conditions that
are approximate to those in the natural stream channel. Banklines should be restored
within box and pipe structures to allow for wildlife passage above the ordinary highwater
mark.

2) Bank Stabilization & Wildlife Passage:
The banks currently appear to allow unimpaired wildlife movement along the banks
under the bridge. The placement of riprap on the slopes will impair wildlife passage
compared to cunent conditions. The new, replacement, or rehabbed structure, and any
bank stabilization under the struclure, should not create conditions that are less
favorable for wildlife passage under the structure compared to cunent conditions. A
level area of natural ground underthe structure is ideal for wildlife passage. lf channel

A - Bridge Exemption CriteriaAttachments

Ub



THIS IS NOT A PERMIT

State of lndiana
DEPARTMENT OF NATURAL RESOURCES

Division of Fish and Wildlife
Early Coordination/Environmental Assessment

clearing will result in a flat bench area above the normal water level under the structure,
this area should allow wildlife passage and should remain free of riprap and other
similar materials that can impair wildlife passage.

Minimize the use of riprap and use alternative erosion protection materials whenever
possible. Riprap must nol be placed in the active thalweg channel or placed in the
streambed in a manner that precludes flsh or aquatic organism passage (riprap must
not be placed above the existing streambed elevation). Where riprap must be used, we
recommend placing only enough riprap to provide stream bank toe protection, such as
from the toe of the bank up to the ordinary high water mark (OHWM). The banks above
the OHWM should be restored, stabilized, and revegetated using geotextiles and a
mixture of grasses, sedges, wildflowers, shrubs, and trees native to the area and
specifically for stream bank/floodway stabilization purposes as soon as possible upon
completion.

While hard armoring alone (e.9. riprap or glacial stone) may be needed in certain
instances, soft armoring and bioengineering techniques should be considered first. ln
many instances, one or more methods are necessary to increase the likelihood of
vegetation establishment. Combining vegetation with most bank stabilization methods
can provide additional bank protection and help reduce impacts upon fsh and wildlife.
lf hard armoring is needed, wildlife passage can be facilitated by using a
smooth-surfaced armoring material instead of riprap, such as articulated concrete block
mats, fabric-formed concrete mats, or other similar smooth-surfaced material.

Information about bioengineering techniques can be found at
http://www.in.gov/f egislative/iac/2o12O4O4-|R-31212O1 54NRA.xml.pdf. Also, the
following is a USDA,/NRCS document that outlines many different bioengineering
techniques for streambank stabilization: http://directives.sc.egov.usda.gov/17553.wba

3) Riparian Habitat:
We recommend a mitigation plan be developed (and submitted with the permit
application, if required) for any unavoidable habitat impacts that will occur. The DNR'S
Habitat Mitigation Guidelines (and plant lists) can be found online at:
http://iac-iga.in.gov/iacl2o2o0527 1R-31 2200284N RA.xml.pdf .

The mitigation site should be located in the floodway, downstream of the one (1) square
mile drainage area of that stream (or another stream within the Siigit HUC, preferably
as close to the impact site as possible) and adjacent to existing forested riparian
habitat.

lmpacts to non-wetland forest of one ('l ) acre or more should be mitigated at a minimum
2:1 ratio. lf less than one acre of non-wetland forest is removed in a rural sefting,
replacement should be at a 1:1 ratio based on area. lmpacts to non-wetland forest
under one (1) acre in an urban setting should be mitigated by planting five trees, 1 inch
to 2 inches in diameter-at-breast height (dbh), for each tree which is removed that is 10"
dbh or greater (5:1 mitigation based on the number of large trees) or by using the 1:1
replacement ratio based on area depending on the type of habitat impacted (individual
canopy tree removal in an urban streetscape or park-like environment versus removal
of habitat supporting a tree canopy, woody understory, and herbaceous layer). lmpacts
under 0.10 acre in an urban area may still involve the replacement of large diameter
trees but typically do not require any additional mitigation or additional plantings beyond
seeding and stabilizing disturbed areas. There are exceptions for high quality habitat
sites however.

Attachments: A- Bridge Exemption Criteria
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THIS IS NOT A PERMIT

State of lndiana
DEPARTMENT OF NATURAL RESOURCES

Division of Fish and Wildlife
Early Coordination/Environmental Assessment

The additional measures listed below should be impleme nted to avoid, minimize, or

Contact Staff:

compensate for impacts to fish, wildlife, and botanical resources:
1. Revegetate all bare and disturbed areas with a mixture of native grasses, sedges,
wildflowers, and also native hardwood trees and shrubs if any woody plants are
disturbed during construction as soon as possible upon completion. Do not use any
varieties of Tall Fescue or other non-native plants, including prohibited invasive species
(see 312 IAC 18-3-2s).
2. Minimize and contain within the project limits inchannel disturbance and the clearing
of trees and brush.
3. Do not work in the waterway lrom April 1 through June 30 without the prior wriften
approval of lhe Division of Fish and Wildlife.
4. Do not cut any trees suitable for lndiana bat or Northern Long-eared bat roosting
(greater than 5 inches dbh, living or dead, with loose hanging bark, or with cracks,
crevices, or cavities) from April 1 through September 30.
5. Do not excavate in the low flow area except for the placement of piers, foundalions,
and riprap, or removal of the old structure.
0. Do not construct any temporary runarounds, access bridges, causeways,
cofferdams, diversions, or pumparounds.
7. Use minimum average 6 inch graded riprap slone extended below the normal water
levelto provide habital for aquatic organisms in the voids.
8. Appropriately designed measures for controlling erosion and sediment must be
implemented to prevent sediment from entering the stream or leaving the construction
site; maintain these measures until construction is comdele and all disturbed areas are
stabilized.
9. Seed and protect all disturbed skeambanks and slopes not protected by other
methods that are 3:1 or steeper with erosion control blankets that are heavyduty,
biodegradable, and nel free or that use loose-woven / Leno-woven netting to minimize
the entrapment and snaring of small-bodied wildlife such as snakes and turtles (follow
manufacturer's recommendalions for selection and installation); seed and apply mulch
on all other disturbed areas.

Christie L. Stanifer, Environ. Coordinator, Fish & Wildlife
Our agency appreciates this opportunity to be of service. Please contact the above
staff member at (317) 2324080 if we can be of further assistance.

Ckbrt" L Sa4,/4- Date: December 1, 2021

Christie L. Slaniter
Environ. Coordinator
Division of Fish and wildlife

77

Attachmentrs: A- Bridge Exempton Criteria
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The Flood Control Act (lC l4-28-l\ contains a provisioir (Section 22), which exempts certain bridge
projects from its permifting requirement. Specifically, the Act states:

A permit is not required for "a construction or reconstruction project on a state or county highway
bridge in a rural area that crosses a stream having an upstream drainage area ofnot more than fifty (50)
square miles..."

Therefore, in order for a bridge project to be exempt, it must:

- be a state or county highway department project;
- be a bridge;
- be located in a rural area; and
- cross a stream having an upstream drainage area ofless than 50 square miles

The initial criterion is very specific - the structure mrst be a state or county highway deparnnent project.

The second requirement mandates that the project be a bridge (for this provision, the Department of
Natural Resources considers a culvert to be a bridge). Projects such as bank protection, spoil disposal,
borrow pits, etc. are not automatically exempt. Anyone proposing to undertake a non-bridge related
activity should consult with the Division of Watels Technical Services Section staff at 317 -2324160
(or toll free at l-877 -928-37 55) regarding the applicability of the exemption prior to initiating work.

The third criterion states that the project must be located in a rural area. The phrase "rural area" is
defined as an area:

The final criterion limits the exemption to a project crossing a stream having an upstream drainage area

ofless than 50 square miles. The drainage area includes all land area contributing to runoff above the
project site and is determined from the United States Geological Survey 7/z ninute series quadrangle

maps- The Department of Natural Resources will determine the drainage area upon written request.

This exemption has been grossly misunderstood and liberally applied in the past. As a result, the

Departrnent of Natural Resources is taking a frm stance on future violations. If challenged, it will be

the responsibility ofthe person claiming the exemption to prove to the Department that all 4 criteria
have been satisfied. Failure to do so will result in the Department initiating litigation with the potential
for the imposition offines in amounts up to $10,000 per day.

Note: This exemption only applies to the Flood Control Act. Ifa bridge is to be constructed over a

navigable waterway, or over or near a public freshwater lake, a permit will be requted.

- where the lowest floor elevation, including a basement, of any residential, commercial, or industrial
building impacted by the project is at least 2 feet above the 100 year flood elevation with the project in
place;
- located outside the corporate boundaries of a consolidated or an incorporated city or town; and

- located outside of the territorial authority for comprehensive planning (generally, a 2 mile planning
buffer around a city or town).

c9



Laura Rogers

Subject: FW: Updated Eady Coordination, Des. No.: 1703013, Bridge Replacement Project on
North Hamburg Road over Bull Fork Salt Creek, Franklin County

From: Rob Seig <fcsurveyor2l@gmail.com>
Sent: Wednesday, February 16, 2072 2:46 PM

To: Laura Rogers <lrogers@sjcainc.com>

Cc: Jackie Wilhelm <jwfcsurveyor@gmail.com>
Subiect: Re: Updated Early Coordination, Des. No.: 1703013, Bridge Replacement Project on North Hamburg Road over
Bull Fork Salt Creek, Franklin County

Hi Laura.

I do not have any comments or questions concerning this project.

I would like a set of the final construction plans and right of way plans sent to me for records purposes. A PDF

version will be fine.

Thank you for your consideration.

Rob Seig - 1520200o107
Frd nkl i n Cou nty Suryeyo r
1010 Franklin Ave
Brookville, lN 47012
765-647-5651 office
812-209-9099 cell
fcsurvevor2l@gmail.com

On Tue, Feb 8,2022 at 4:38 PM Laura Rogers <lroqers@sicainc.com> wrote

Environmental Reviewer,

I am sharing with you a letter and packet detailing a Bridge Replacement Project (Des. No. 17O3O13) occurring on North
Hamburg Road over Bull Fork Salt Creek., 2.9 Miles south of Stipps Hill Road, Franklin County, lndiana. Please respond
within 30 days if you have comments, questions, or concerns regarding the project. lf no response is received, it will be
assumed that you have no comment.

Eorly coordinotion forthis project wos originolly sent on November 77,2027. However, due to on increase in required
ROW ocquisition from 1.25 acres to 2.07 acres, additional comments/questions ore welcome.

1
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usDA un,t.dst.t..
Da9annrant of
At kultur.

lndi.na St.te Office
6013 L.kcside goulerdrd

lndaanapolir, lndiana 45278

317'29158(n

March9,2O22

Laura Rogers
SJCA
9201 North Meridian Street, Suite 200
Indianapolis, Indiana 46260

Dear Ms. Rogers:

The proposed project to replace the bridge on North Hamburg Road over Bull Fork Salt Creek in
Franklin County, lndiana (Des No. 160083l ), as rcferred :o in your letter received March 8, 2022,

will cause a conversion of prime farmland.

The attached packet of information is for your use completing Parts VI and VII of the AD I 006.

After completion. the federal funding agency needs to forward one copy to NRCS for our records.

Ifyou need additional information, please contact John Allen at 317-295-5859 or
llen(Z,usda

Sincerely,

J O H N ALLE N 3:{:l#.'e1i#:Xii:!'$
JOFIN ALLEN
Acting State Soil Scientist

Enclosures

USOA is.n.quil opportunaty p.ovid.r, .mploF., .nd l.ndct
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U.S. Department ot Agnculture

FARMLAND CONVERSION IMPACT RATING
PART I flo b€ cornpleted by Fada.a,l Agoncy) tlate Ot Land Evaluatioa Requed

Name of Project DES1703013 Bridge Repl over Bull Fork Federal Ageicy lnvolved

Prorosed bnd Use County and State Franklin County, lndiana

PART ll Oo oe conpteted by NRoS) Date Reouest Rec€ived 8v
nacs 28122 lgn co,notains rot,n'

Does lhe siie coitain Prime, Unique, Statewi(h or Local lmpo.tant Famland?

(lf no, the FPPA tus nd awly - do not conplgte addil*fial p.ds of this foin)

YES NO Ades lnigaled Average Farm Size

189 ac
Major Crop(s) Farmable Land ln Govt- Jurisdir:tion

nces: 179804 so 72
Amolnt of Farmland As Defided i. FPPA

acres: J l$$!!* 46

Name of Land Evaluation System Used

LESA
Name of Stale or Loc€l Site AssessrEnt System Date Land Evatuatio. Rerumed by NRCS

3t9t22
PART lff go ae compteted by Federal Agency) Altemative Site Rating

Site A Srte B Site C Srte O

A. Tot l Acres To Be Converted Direc{y xxx
B. Total Acres To Be Converted lndarecuy XXX
C TolalAcres ln Site XXX

PART lV fio oe completed by NRcs) Land Evaluation lnfomalion

A. Iotal Acres Prime And Unique Farmland 0.38
B. Totat Acres Stalewde lmportant or Local lmportant Fa,mland 0.00
c. Per.entage Of Farmland in Counly Or Locd Ciovt. Unit To 33 converted <0.001
D. Percentage Of Farmland in Govl. Jurisdiction With Sa.ne O. Htgher Relative Value 90

PART V (fo Oe completed by NRCS) Land Evaluation Criterion
Relatve Value cf Farmhnd To Be Converted (Scale of 0 to 100 Points) 53

PART Vl llo 6e comprated by Faderal Agency) Sile Asseisment criteda
(Criteia are explained in 7 CFR 65a-5 b. Fot Conidor proje.t use foin NRCS-C?4-106)

uaximum
Points

S,te B Site C Site D

1. Area ln Non-urban Us€ (15) 15
2 Perimeter ln Non-urban Use (10) 10
3. Perc€{rt of Site Beang Faimed {20)

4. Proledion Provkled By State and Local Govemment l20t

5. Distance From Urban Built-up Area (15) 15
6 Oistance Io Urban Supporl Servaces

(1s) 0
7. Size Ot Present Farm Unit Compared To Average (10) 4
8. Creation Of Non-farmable Farmland (10) 0
9. Availability Of Farm Support Services (5) E

10 On-Farm lnveslrrEnts (20) q

1 1. Efiects Of Coave6bfl On Fam Slpport S3ruces {10) 0
(10) 0

TOTAL SITE ASSESSMENT POINTS 160 56 0 0 o

PART Vll (To ba campteted by Fedetal agelcyl
Relative Value Of Farmlal]d (From Patt V) 100 53 0 0 0
Total Site Assessment (Frca Pad Vl abow or,6a, ste assessm€r, 160 qA 0 0 0
TOTAL POINTS ffobl of above 2 lines) 260 109 0 0 0

Date Ot Selectio.

Was A Local Site Assessment Used?

NO r'
Reason For Selection

Name of Federal agency repaesentative completing this foam oare, 3115t22
Fo.m AD-10C6 (03{2}(See ,nslruclroas on reyease side)

Corn

Site A

I

1 2. Compatibility With ExistiJE Ao.icultural Use

Sile Selected: r."I

r--T--__l

tt
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United States Department of the Interior
FISHAND WILDLIFE SERVICE
Indiana Ecological Services Field Office

620 South Walker Street
BloomiDgton, IN 47403-212 I

Phone: (812) 334-4261 Fax: (Bl2) 334-4273
hftp://www.fu s. gov/midwes/Endan gered/sectionT/sTprocess/srep l.hm I

In Reply Refer To: F ebruary 24,2022
Project Code: 2O22-OOO87 82
Project Name: Des 1703013, Bridge Replacement, Franklin County Bridge #31, N. Hamburg Rd
over Bull Fork Salt Creek

Subject: List of threatened and endangered species that may occur in your proposed project
location or may be affected by your proposed project

To Whom It May Concern:

The enclosed species list identifies threatened, endangered, proposed and candidate species, as

well as proposed and final designated critical habitat, that may occur within the boundary of your
proposed project and/or may be affected by your proposed project. The species list fulfills the
requirements of the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (Service) under section 7(c) of the
Endangered Species Act (Act) of 1973, as amended (16 U.S.C. 1531 er seq.).

New information based on updated surveys, changes in the abundance and distribution of
species, changed habitat conditions, or other factors could change this list. Please feel free to
contact us if you need more current information or assistance regarding the potential impacts to
federally proposed, listed, and candidate species and federally designated and proposed critical
habitat. Please note that under 50 CFR 402.12(e) of the regulations implementing section 7 of the
Act, the accuracy of this species list should be verified after 90 days. This verification can be
completed formally or informally as desired. The Service recommends that verification be
completed by visiting the ECOS-IPaC website at regular intervals during project planning and
implementation for updates to species lists and information. An updated list may be requested
through the ECOSJPaC system by completing the same process used to receive the enclosed list.

The purpose of the Act is to provide a means whereby threatened and endangered species and the
ecosystems upon which they depend may be conserved. Under sections 7(a)(1) and 7(a)(2) of the
Act and its implementing regulations (50 CFR 402 et seq.), Federal agencies are required to
utilize their authorities to carryr out programs for the conservation of threatened and endangered

species and to determine whether projects may affect threatened and endangered species and/or
designated critical habitat.

Please use the species list provided and visit the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service's Region 3

Section 7 Technical Assistalce website at - htto://wvw.fws.gov/midwest/endangered./sectionT/

c13
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sTprocess/index.htrnl. This website contains step-by-step insu'uctions which will help you

determine if your project will have an adverse effect on listed species and will help lead you

through the Section 7 process. For all wind energy projects and projects that include
installing towers that use guy wires or are over 200 feet in height, please contact this field
office directly for assistance, even if no federally listed plans, animals or critical habitat are

present within your proposed projeo or may be affected by your proposed project.

A Biological Assessment is requted for construction projects (or other undenakings having

similar physical impacts) that are major Federal actions significantly affecting the qua-lity of the

human environment as defined in the National Environmental Policy Act (42 U.S.C. 4332(2)
(c)). For projects other than major construction activities, the Service suggests that a biological
evaluation similar to a Biological Assessment be prepared to determine whether the project may

affect listed or proposed species and/or designated or proposed critical habitat. Recommended

contents of a Biological Assessment are described at 50 CFR 402.12.

If a Federal agency determines, based on the Biological Assessment or biological evaluation, that
Iisted species and/or designated critical habitat may be affected by the proposed project, the

agency is required to consult with the Service pursuant to 50 CFR 402. In addition, the Service

recommends that candidate species, proposed species and proposed critical habitat be addressed

within the consultation. More information on the regulations and procedures for section 7

consultation, including the role of permit or license applicants, can be found in the "Endangered
Species Consultation Handbook" at:

http://www.fws. gov/endangered/esa-library/pdfiToC-GLoS.PDF

Migratory Birds: In addition to responsibilities to protect threatened and endangered species

under the Endangered Species Act (ESA), there are additional responsibilities under the
Migratory Bird Treaty Act (MBTA) and the BaId and Golden Eagle Protection Act (BGEPA) to
protect native birds from project-related impacs. Any activity, intentional ot unintentional,
resulting in take of migratory birds, including eagles, is prohibited unless otherwise permitted by
the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (50 C.F.R. Sec. 10.12 and 16 U.S.C. Sec. 668(a)). For more

infomration regarding these Acts see https://wwwfws.gov,/birds/policies-and-regulations.php.

The MBTA has no provision for allowing take of migratory birds that may be unintentionally
killed or injured by otherwise lawful activities. It is the responsibility of the project proponent to

comply with these Acts by identifying potential impacts to migratory birds and eagles within
applicable NEPA documens (when there is a federal nexus) or a Bird,/Eagle Conservation Plan
(when there is no federal nexus). Proponents should implement conservation measures to avoid
or minimize the production of project-related stressors or minimize the exposure of birds and

their resources to the project-related stressors. For more information on avian stressors and

recommended conservation measures see https://www.fws.gov/birds/bird-enthusiasts/threas-to-
birds.php.

In addition to MBTA and BGEPA, Executive Order 13186: Responsibilities of Federal Agencies

to Protect Migratory Birds, obligates all Federal agencies that engage in or authorize activities
that might affect migratory birds, to minimize those effects and encouage conservation measures

that will improve bird populations. Executive Order 1318G provides for the protection of both
migratory birds and migratory bird habitat. For information regarding the implementation of
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Executive Order 13186, please visit https://www.fws.gov/birds/policies-and-regulationV
executive-orders/e0- I 31 86.php.

We appreciate your concern for threatened and endangered species. The Service encourages

Federal agencies to include conservation of threatened and endangered species into their project
planning to further the purposes of the Act. Please indude the Consultation Code in the
header of this lener with arny request for consultation or corrtspondence about your project
that you submit to our office.

Attachment(s):

. Official Species List

. Migratory Birds

. Wetlands

3
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Official Species List
This list is provided pursuant to Section 7 of the Endangered Species Act, and fulfills the
requirement for Federal agencies to "request of the Secretary of the Interior information whether
any species which is listed or proposed to be listed may be present in the area of a proposed
action".

This species list is provided by:

Indiana Ecological Services Field Office
620 South Walker Streer
Bloomington, IN 47 403-2121
(812) 334-4261

c16
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Project Summary
Project Code: 2022-0008782
Event Code: None
Project Name: Des 1703013, Bridge Replacement, Franklin County Bridge #31, N.

Hamburg Rd over Bull Fork SaIt Creek

Project Type: Bridge - Replacement
Project Description: The Franklin County Board of Commissioners and the Federal Highway

Administration (F[IWA) intend to proceed with bridge replacement
project of on N. Hamburg Rd over Bull Fork Salt Creek in Franklin
County, Indiana, from 2.80 mi. south of Stipps HilI Rd to 2.99 mi. south

of Stipps Hill Rd. A new bridge structure on new piers and abutments will
be installed on the existing structues alignrnent. Additional roadway
grading and widening, new riprapped drainage ditches, and removaU

replacement of drainage pipes are included in this project. The project

requires approximately 2.01 acres of permanent right-of-way (ROW)

from each side of the roadside from residential, agricultural, and forest
properties. The project also requires approximately 0.1-7 acre of temporary
ROW. The projea area is forested and rural with suitable habitat within
the project area. Dominant trees include Boxelder maple, Honey locust,

and Black walnut. Tree clearing, estimated at 0.5 acre, will be required
during inactive bat season. No permanent lighting is included, but

temporary lighting may be required. Construction is anticipated in spring/
summer of 2026. INDOT's check of the USFWS database on ll2l/2021
did not indicate the presence of endangered bats. The field inspection on

i:0,llt2lby SJCA did not indicate the presence of bats on the bridge or in
any drainage pipes in the project area'

Project Location:
Approximate location of the project can be viewed in Google Maps: httos://

e.c 1
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Counties: Franklin County, Indiana
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Endangered Species Act Species
There is a total of 3 tkeatened, endangered, or candidate species on this species list.

Species on this list should be considered in an effects analysis for your project and could include
species that exist in another geographic area. For example, cenain fish may appear on the species

list because a project could affect downstream species. Note that I of these species should be

considered only under certain conditions.

IPaC does not display listed species or critical habitats under the sole jurisdiction of NOAA
Fisheriesl, as USFWS does not have the authority to speak on behalf of NOAA and the

Department of Commerce.

See the "Critical habitats" section below for those critical habitats that lie wholly or partially
within your project area under this office's jurisdiction. Please contact the designated FWS office

if you have questions.

4

Mammals
)t.1\'1E

Indiana Bat Myoris sodolis
There is linal critical habint for this species. The location of the critical habitat is not available.

Species profile: hftpsr,'ecos.fws.eov/ecp/sp€ciet5949

Northem Long-eared Bat Myotis s eptentrionolis
No critical habitat has becrl designated for lhis species.

This species o y needs to be considcrcd under the following conditions:
. Incidental take of l}le NLEB is not prohibited here. Federal agetrcies may comult usiDg the

4(d) ruIe stea.mlined process. TraDsPortation Projects may comult using tbe progammatic

process. See www,fws. gov/midwest/endangered/mammals/nleb/iodex.html

species profile: https://ecos.fws,gov/ecp/species/g(Ns

STAT L S

Endangered

Threatened

STATT S

Candidate

Critical habitats
ItlFRr'.\ltl \OiRIII( \i llAIr,l l\lS\\:lHt\\t)LRPlt()ll( I {ltt '\ t \l)l.lt lHlS()lllLLS
Jt RtsD!r- I l( )\

1. NOAA Fisheries. also known as the National Marine Fisheries Service (NMFS), is an

office of the National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration within the Depanment of
Commerce.

lnsects
NAME

Monarch Butterfly Danaus plexippus
No critical habitat has b€en designated for this sp€cies.

Species prof ile: https://ecos-fws. gov/ecp/speciey9743
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Migratory Birds
Certain birds are protected under the Migratory Bird Treaty Actl and the Bald and Golden Eagle

Protection Act2.

Any person or organization who plans or conducts activities that may result in impacts to
migratory birds, eagles, and their habitats should follow appropriate regulations and consider

implementing appropriate conservation measures, as described below.

1. The Migratorv Birds Treaw Ao of 1918.

2. The Bald and Golden Easle Protection Act of 1940.

3. 50 C.F.R. Sec. 10.12 ard 16 U.S.C. Sec, 668(a)

The birds listed below are birds of panicular concern either because they occur on the USFWS
Birds of Conservation Concern (BCC) list or warrant special attention in your project location
To leam more about the levels of concem for birds on your list and how this list is generated, see

the FAQ below. This is not a list of every bird you may find in this location, nor a guarantee that
every bird on this list wiII be found in your project area. To see exact locations of where birders
and the general public have sighted birds in and around your project area, visit the E-bird data

maooins tool (Tip: enter your location, desired date range and a species on your list). For
projects that occur off the Atlantic Coast, additional maps and models detailing the relative
occurrence and abundance of bird species on your list are available. Links to additional
infomration about Atlantic Coast birds, and other imponant information about your migratory
bird list, including how to properly interpret and use your migratory bird report, can be found
below.

For guidance on when to schedule acdvities or implement avoidance and minimization measures

to reduce impacb to migratory birds on your list, click on the PROBABILITY OF PRESENCE
SUMMARY at the top of your list to see when these birds are most likely to be present and

breeding in your project area.

RRFFDT\(,
NA1{]: SI\S(}\

Bald Eagle Ilolio eetus leucocephalus Breeds Sep 1to
This is not a Bird of Conservation Concem (BCC) in this area, but warrants attertion Jul 31
because of rhe Eagle Act or for porefltia] susceptibilities in offshore areas from certain qpes
of development or activities.
hnps://ecos.f ws. qovE@!pcEts91626

Red-headed Woo dpecker Me lanerpes erythroc ephalus
This is a Bird of Conservation Concem (BCC) throughout its range in the continental USA
and Alaska.

Breeds May 10

to Sep 10
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Probability Of Presence Summary
The graphs below provide our best understanding of when birds of concem are most likely to be
present in your project area. This information can be used to tailor and schedule your project
activities to avoid or minimize impacts to birds. Please make sure you read and understand the
FAQ "Proper Inte{pretation and Use of Your Migratory Bird Report" before using or atempting
to interpret this repon.

Probability of Presence (t )

Each green bar represents the bird's relative probability of presence in the 10km grid cell(s) your
project overlaps during a particular week of the year. (A year is represented as 12 4-week
months.) Ataller bar indicates a higher probability of species presence. The survey effort (see

below) can be used to establish a level of confidence in the presence score. One can have higher
confidence in the presence score if the corresponding survey effort is also high.

How is the probability of presence score calcuiated? The calculation is done in three steps:

1. The probability of presence for each week is calculated as the number of suwey events in
the week where tle species was deteaed divided by the total number of survey events for
that week. For example, if in week 12 there were 20 suwey events and the Spotted Towhee
was found in 5 of them, the probability of presence of the Spotted Towhee in week 12 is
0.25.

2. To properly present the pattem of presence across the year, the relative probability of
presence is calculated. This is the probability of presence divided by the maximum
probabiiity of presence across all weeks. For example, imagine the probability of presence

in week 20 for the Spotted Towhee is 0.05, and that the probability of presence at week 12
(0.25) is the maximum of any week of the year. The relative probability of presence on
week 12 is 0.25/0.25 = 1; at week 20 it is 0.05/0.25 = 0.2.

3. The relative probability of presence calculated in the previous step undergoes a statistical
conversion so that all possible values fall between 0 and 10, inclusive. This is the
probability of presence score.

Breeding Season ( )
Yellow bars denote a very liberal estimate of the time-frame inside which the bird breeds across
its entire range. If there are no yellow bars shown for a bird, it does not breed in your project
area.

Survey Effort (l)
Vertical black lines superimposed on probability of presence bars indicate the number of surveys
performed for that species in the 10km grid cell(s) your project area overlaps. The number of
suweys is expressed as a range, for example, 33 to M surveys.

No Data (-)
A week is marked as having no data if there were no survey events for that week.

Survey Timeframe
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Surveys from only the last 10 years are used in order to ensure delivery of currently relevant
information. The exception to this is areas off the Adantic coast, where bird retums are based on
all years of available data, since data in these areas is currently much more spase.

I prcbability of prcsence breeding season I suwey effort no data

SPFCIFS

Bald Eagle
Non-BCC
Vuinerable

IAN FEB MAR APR MAY JUN JUL AUG SEP OCT NOV DEC

I

h

Red.headed
Wmdpecker
BCC Rangevide
(coN)

Additional informadon can be found using rhe following links:

Birds of Conservation Concern httD://www.fws.aov/b nasemenVmanased-sDecies/
rvation-concern

. Measures for avoiding and minimizing impacts to birds hto://www.fws.gov/birds/
management/project-assessment+ools-and-guidance/
conservadon-measures-oho

. Nationwide conservation measures for birds http:/iwww.fws.gov/migratorybirds/odf/
management/nationwidestandardconservationmeasures.odf

Migratory Birds FAQ
Tbll me more about conservation measures I can implement to avoid or minimize impacts
to migratory birds.
Nationwide Conservation Measures describes measures that can help avoid and minimize
impacts to all birds at any location year round. Implementation of these measures is particularly
imponant when birds are most likely to occur in the project area. When birds may be breeding in
t}te area, identifying the locadons of any active nests and avoiding their desnuction is a very
helpful impao minimization measure. To see when birds are most likely to occur and be breeding
in your project area, view the Probability of Presence Summary. Additional measures or oermits
may be advisable depending on the rype of activity you are conducting and the type of
infrastructure or bird species present on your projec site.

What does IPaC use to generate the migratory birds potentially occurring in my specified
location?
The Migratory Bird Resource List is comprised of USFWS Birds of Conservation Concern
(BCC) and other species that may warrant special attention in your project location.
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The migratory bird list generated for your project is derived from data provided by the Avian
Knowledge Network (AXN). The AKN data is based on a growing collecdon of survey. banding.

and citizen science datasets and is queried and filtered to return a list of those birds reported as

occurring in the 10km grid cell(s) which your project intersects, and that have been identified as

warranting special attention because they are a BCC species in that area, an eagle (Eagle Act
requirements may apply), or a species that has a particular vulnerability to offshore activities or
development.

Again, the Migratory Bird Resource list includes only a subset of birds that may occur in your
project area. It is not representative of all birds that may occur in your project area. To get a list
of all birds potentially present in your project area, please visit the AKN Phenology Tool.

What does IPaC use to generate the probability of presence graphs for the migratory birds
potentially occurring in my specified location?
The probability of presence graphs associated with your migratory bird list are based on data

provided by the Avian Knowledge Network (AKN). This data is derived from a growing

collection of survev- bandins. and ci tiTen science datasets

Probability of presence data is continuously being updated as new and better information

becomes available. To learn more about how the probability of presence graphs are produced and

how to interpret them, go tle Probability of Presence Summary and then dick on the "Tell me

about these graphs" link.

How do I know if a bird is breeding" wintering, migrating or present year-round in my
project area?
To see what part of a particular bird's range your project area falls within (i.e' breeding,

wintering, migrating or year-round), you may refer to the following resources: The Co ll Lab

of Ornitholnov All Ahorrt Rirds ird Guide or (if you are unsuccessful in locating the bird of
interest there), the Comell Lab of Ornithology Neouooical Birds guide. If a bird on your

migratory bird species list has a breeding season associated with it, if that bird does occur in your
project area, there may be nests present at some point within the timeframe specified. If "Breeds

elsewhere" is indicated, then the bird likely does not breed in your project area.

What are the levels of concern for migratory birds?
Migratory birds delivered through IPaC fall into the following distinct categories of concem:

1. "BCC Rangewide" birds are Birds of Conservation Concem (BCC) that are of concem

throughout their range anywhere within the USA (including Hawaii, the Pacific Islands,

Puerto Rico, and the Viryin Islands);

2. "BCC - BCR" birds are BCCs that are of concern only in particular Bird Conservation

Regions (BCRS) in the continental USA; and

3. "Non-BCC - Vulnerable" birds are not BCC species in your project area, but appear on

your list either because of the Eagle Act requirements (for eagles) or (for non-eagles)

potential susceptibilities in offshore areas from cenain q?es of deveiopment or activities
(e.g. offshore energy development or longline fishing)'
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Although it is important to try to avoid and minimize impacts to all birds, effons should be made,

in particular, to avoid and minimize impacts to the birds on this list, especially eagles and BCC
species of rangewide concern. For more information on conservation measures you can
implement to help avoid and minimize migratory bird impacts and requirements for eagles,

please see the FAQs for these topics.

Details about birds that are potentially affected by offshore projects
For additional details about the relative occurrence and abundance of both individual bird species

and groups of bird species within your project area off the Adantic Coast, please visit the

Northeast Ocean Data Portal. The Portal also offers data and information about other taxa besides

birds that may be helpful to you in your project review. Alternately, you may download the bird
model resuls files underlying the portal maps through the NOAA NCCOS Integrative Statistical
Modeline and Predictive Maooine of Marine Bird Distrihutions and Abundance on the Atlantic
Outer Continental Shelf project webpage.

Bird tracking data can also provide additional details about occtlrrence and habitat use

throughout the year, including migration. Models relying on survey data may not include this
information. For additional information on marine bird tracking data, see the Diving Bird Study
and the nanotag studies or contact Caleb Soiegel or Pam Loring.

What if I have eagles on my list?
If your projeo has the potential to disturb or kill eagles, you may need to obtain a permit to avoid
violating the Eagle Act should such impacts occur.

Proper Interpretation and Use of Your Migratory Bird Report
The migratory bird list generated is not a list of all birds in your project area, only a subset of
birds of priority concern. To Ieam more about how your list is generated, and see options for
identifying what other birds may be in your project area, please see the FAQ "What does IPaC
use to generate the migratory birds potentially occurring in my specified location". Please be
aware this report provides the "probability of presence" of birds within the 10 km grid cell(s) that
overlap your project; not your exact project footprint. On the graphs provided, please also look
carefully at the suwey effort (indicated by the black vertical bar) and for the existence of the "no
data" indicator (a red horizontal bar). A high survey effon is the key component. If the survey
effort is high, then the probability of presence score can be viewed as more dependable. In
contrast, a low survey effon bar or no data bar means a lack of data and, therefore, a lack of
certainty about presence of the species. This list is not perfect; it is simply a starting point for
identifying what birds of concern have the potential to be in your project area, when they might
be there, and if they might be breeding (which means nests might be present). The list helps you
know what to look for to confirm presence, and heips guide you in lmowing when to implement
conservation measures to avoid or minimize potential impacts from your project activities,
should presence be confirmed. To leam more about conservation measures, visit the FAQ "Tell
me about conservation measures I can implement to avoid or minimize impacts to migratory
birds" at the bottom of your migratory bird trust resources page.
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Wetlands
Impacts to NWI wetlands and other aquatic habitats may be subject to regulation under Section
404 of the Clean Water Act, or other State/Federal statutes.

For more information please contact the Regulatory Program of the local U.S. Armv Coros of
Engine€rs District.

Please note that the NWI data being shown may be out of date. We are currently working to
update our NWI data set. We recommend you verify these results with a site visit to determine
the acnral extent of wetlands on site.

RI\'ERINE
. R4SBC

. R2UBH

.1
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United States Department of the Interior
F]SH AND WILDLIFE SERVICE
Indiana Ecological Services Field Office

620 South Walker Street
Bloomirgton, IN 47403-2 121

Phone: (812) 33,1-4261Fax:. (812) 33+4273
http://www.f ws.eov/midwesLEndangered/sectionT/sTuocess/step 1.html

In Reply Refer To: February 24,2O22
Proj ect code: 2O22-OOO87 82
Project Name: Des 1703013, Bridge Replacement, Franklin County Bridge #31, N. Hamburg Rd
over BuIl Fork Salt Creek

Subject: Concurrence verification letter for the 'Des 1703013, Bridge Replacement, Franklin
County Bridge #31, N. Hamburg Rd over BuIl Fork Salt Creek'project under the

revised February 5, 2018, FHWA, FRA, FTA Programmatic Biological Opinion for
Transportation Projects within the Range of the Indiana Bat and Northern Long-eared
Bat.

To whom it may concern:

The U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (Service) has received your request to verify that the Des
1703013, Bridge Replacement, Franklin County Bridge #31, N. Hamburg Rd over Bull
Fork Salt Creek (Proposed Action) may rely on the concrnrence provided in the February 5,

2018, FHWA, FRA, FTA Programmatic Biological Opinion for Transportation Projects within
the Range of the Indiana Bat and Northem Long-eared Bat (PBO) to satisfy requirements under
Section 7(a)(2) of the Endangered Species Act of 1973 (ESA) (87 Stat. 884, as amended; 16

U.S.C 1531 et seq.).

Based on the information you provided (Project Desoiption shown below), you have detcrmined
that the Proposed Action is within the scope and adheres to the criteria of the PBO, including the
adoption of applicable avoidance and minimization measures, and may affect, but is not likelv to
adversely affect (NLAA) the endangered Indiana bat (Myotis sodolis) and/or the threatened
Nonhern long-eared bat (Myotis septentrionalis).

The Service has 14 calendar days to notify the lead Federal action agency or designated non-
federal representative if we determine that the Proposed Action does not meet the criteria for a
NLAA determination under the PBO. If we do not notify the lead Federal action agency or
designated non-federal representative within that timeframe, you may proceed with the Proposed
Action under the terms of the NLAA concurrence provided in the PBO. This verification period
allows Service Field Offices to apply local Imowledge to implementation of the PBO, as we may
identify a small subset of actions having impacts that were unanticipated. In such instances,
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Service Field Offices may request additional information that is necessary to verify inclusion of
the proposed action under the PBO.

For Proposed Actions that include bridge/stmcture removal, replacement, and./or
maintenance activities: If your initial bridge/structure assessments failed to detect Indiana bats,

but you later detect bats during construction, please submit the Post Assessment Discovery of
Bats at Bridge/Structue Form (User Guide Appendix E) to this Service Office. In these
instances, potential incidental take of Indiana bats may be exempted provided that the take is
reported to the Service.

If the Proposed Action is modified, or new information reveals that it may affect the Indiana bat
and/or Northem long-eared bat in a manner or to an extent not considered in the PBO, further
review to conclude the requirements of ESA Section 7(a)(2) may be required. If the Proposed
Action may affect any other federally-listed or proposed species, and/or any designated critical
habitat, additional consultation between the lead Federal action agency and this Service Office is
required. If the proposed action has the potential to take bald or golden eagles, additional
coordination witl the Service under the Bald and Golden Eagle Protection Act may also be
required. In either of these circumstances, please contact this Service Office.

The following species may occur in your project area and are not covered by this determination:

. Monarch Butterfly Danaus plexippus Candidate

2
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Project Description
The following project name and description was collected in IPaC as part of the endangered

species review process.

Name
Des 1703013, Bridge Replacement, Franklin County Bridge #31, N. Hamburg Rd over Bull
Fork Salt Creek

Desc ption
The Franklin County Board of Commissioners and the Federal Highway Administration
(FHWA) intend to proceed with bridge replacement project of on N. Hamburg Rd over Bull
Fork Salt Creek in Franklin County, Indiana, from 2.80 mi. south of Stipps Hill Rd to 2.99
mi. south of Stipps Hill Rd. Anew bridge structue on new piers and abutments will be
installed on the existing sEuctures alignment. Additional roadway grading and widening, new
riprapped fuainage ditches, and removal/replacement of drainage pipes are included in this
project. The project requires approximately 2.01 acres of permanent righrof-way (ROW)
from each side of the roadside from residential, agricultural, and forest properties. The
project also requires approximately 0.17 acre of temporary ROW. The project area is forested
and rural with suitable habitat yiithin the project area. Dominant trees include Boxelder
maple, Honey locust, and Black walnut. Tree clea.r.ing, estimated at 0.5 acre, will be required
during inactive bat season. No permanent lighting is included, but temporary Iighting may be
required. Construction is anticipated in spring/summer of 2026. INDOT's check of the
USFWS database ot U27/2021did not indicate the presence of endangered bats. The field
inspection on LOI L121, by SJCA did not indicate the presence of bats on the bridge or in any
drainage pipes in the project area.
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Determination Key Result
Based on your answers provided, this project(s) may affect, but is not likely to adversely affect
the endangered Indiana bat and/or the threatened Nonhern long-eared bat, therefore, consultation
with the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service pursuant to Section 7(a)(2) of the Endangered Species
Act of 1973 (ESA) (87 Stat. 884, as amended 16 U.S.C. 1531 et seg.) is required. However, also
based on your answers provided, this project may rely on the concurrence provided in the revised
February 5, 2018, FHWA, FRA, FIA Programmatic Biological Opinion for Transponation
Projects within the Range of the Indiana Bat and Northern Long-eared Bat.

Qualification lnterview
1. Is the project within the range of the Indiana battll?

[1] See Indiana bat soecies orofile

Automatically answcrcd

Yes

2. Is the projea within the range of the Northem long-eared battll?

[.] See Nonhern long+ared bat species prolile

Automatically ans"rr'ered

Yes

3. Which Federal Agency is the lead for the action?

A) Federal Highwdy Administration (FHWA)

4. Are oll project activities limited to non-construction[1] activities only? (examples of non-
construction activities include: bridge/abandoned structure assessments, surveys, planning
and technical studies, propeny inspections, and property sales)

[1] Construction refers to activities involving ground disturbance, percussive noise, and/or lighting-

No

5. Does the project include ony activities that are grcater than 300 feet from existing road/
rail surfacestll?

[1] Road surface is defined as the actively used [e.g. motorized vehicles] driving surface and shoulders [may be

pavement, gravel, erc.] and rail surface is defined as rhe edge of tie actively used rail ballast-

No

6. Does the project include ony activities within 0.5 miles of a known lndiana bat and/or
NLEB hibemaculumlll?

[1] For the purpose of lhis consultation, a hibemaculum is a site, most olten a cave or mine, where bats hibemarc

during the winter (see suitable habitat), but could also include bridges and s0:llctures if bats are found to be

hibemating there during the wi[ter.

No

7. Is the project Iocated within a karst area?

No

Note: The project is located in the designated Indiana Karst
Region as outlined in the fiost recent Protection of Karst
Featutes duing Project Developfient and Construction.
There arc no karst teatures identified within or adiacont to
the prcjecl a@a-
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8. Is there any suitable[l] summer habitat for Indiana Bat or NLEB within the project action
areat2l? (includes any rees suitable for materniry roosting, foraging, or travelling habitat)

[1] See fie Service's summer survev guidance for our current definitions of suitable habitat.

[2] The action area is defined as all areas to be affected directly or indirecdy by the Federal action and oot merely

the immediate area involved in the action (50 CFR SectioD ,102.02). Futher darification is prcvided by the

national consultation FAOs.

Yes

9. Will the project remove any suitable summer habitat[1] and/or remove/trim any existing
trees r,vithin suitable summer habitat?

[1] See the Service's summer surve.v guidance for our current definitioos of suirable habitat.

Yes

10. Will the project clear more than 20 acres of suitable habitat per S-mile section of road,/rail?

No

11. Have presence/probable absence (P/A) summer surveys[1]t2l been s..6r.L6Bltal wifllin
the suitable habitat located within your project action area?

I I ] See the Service's sum.rner suwev guidance for our currenr definitions of suitable habirat.

[2] Presence/probable absence summer suleys conducted within the fall swarming/spring emergence home range

of a documented Indiana bar hibemaculum (contact local Service Field Office for appropriare di$ance from

hibemacula) that result in a negative finding requires additioDal consultation vrith the locat Service Field Office ro

determbe if cleariog of forested habitat is appropriate and/or if seasonal clearing rcsrdcrions ar€ Deeded to avoid

aDd minimize potentia.l adverse effects on fall swarmiug and spring emerging Indiana bas.

[3] For projecs within the range of either the Indiana bat or NLEB in which suitable habitat is present, and no bat

surveys have been cooducted, the tanspo(ation agency will assume presence of the appropriare species. This

assumption of preseoce should be based upon the presence of suitable habitat and the capability of bats to occupy

it because of their mobility.

[4] Negative presence/pmbable absence survey results obrained lsing the summer survey guidance are valid for a

minimum of two years ftom the completion of tbe survey ualess new information (e.9., orher nearby suweys)

suggest otherwise.

No

c30



czt2442A22

12. Does the project include activities within documented Indi"rr" 6.1 1r.6161ttlt2lz

[1] Documented roosting or foraging habitat for the purposes of rhis consuharion, we are considering

documented habitat as that where lndiana bats ald/or NLEB have actually beeD captured and tracked using (l)
radio telemetry to roosts; (2) radio telemetry biangulation/trianguladon to estimate foraging areas; or (3) foraging

areas with repeated use docume ed using acoustics. Documented roosting habitat is also considered as suitable

summer habitat within 0.25 miles o{ documented roosts.)

[2] For the purposes of this key, we are comidering documented corddors as that wherc Indiana bats and/or

NLEB have actually been captured and tracked to using (1) radio telemetry; or (2) ueed corridors located direcdy

between documented rcosting and foEging habirat.

No

13. Will the removal or trimming of habitat or trees occur within suitable but undocumented
Indiana bat roosting/foraging habitat or Eavel corridors?

Yes

14. What time of year will the removal or trimming of habitat or trees within suitable but
undocumented Indiana bat roosting/foraging habitat or travel corridors occur[l]?

[1] Coodinate with the local Service Field Office for apprcpriate dates.

B) During the inactive season

15. Does the project include activities within documented NLEB h"611.1trlt21z

[1] Documented roosting or foraging habitat - for the purposes of rhis consu]tation, we are considering

documented habitar as that where Indiana bats and/or NLEB have acrually been caprued and nacked using (1)

radio telemeEy to roosts; (2) radio relemetry biangulation-/tiangulation to estimate fonging areas; or (3) foraging

areas with repeated use documented using acoustics. Documented roosting habitar is also considered as suitable

summer habitat within 0.25 miles ot documeDred roosts.)

[2] For the purposes of this key, we are considering documeDted corridoE as that wherc lndiana bats and/or

NLEB have actually been captured and tracked to using (1) radio telemetry; or (2) treed corridors located direcdy

bet**een documented roosting and foraging habitat.

No

16. Will the removal or trimming of habitat or trees occur within suitable but undocumented
NLEB roosting/foraging habitat or travel corridors?
yes

17. What time of year will the removal or trimming of habitat or trees within suitable but
undocumented NLEB roosting/foraging habitat or travel corridors occur?

B) During the inactive season

18. WiIl ony uee tdmming or removal occur within 100 feet of existing road/rail surfaces?

Yes

19. WilI ony tree trimming or removal occur between 100-300 feet of existing road,/rail
surfaces?

No
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20. Are oll trees that are being removed dearly demarcated?

Yes

21. WiIl the removal of habitat or the removaUtrimming of trees include installing new or
replacing existing p€rmanent lighting?

No

22. Does the project include wetland or sEeam protection acdvities associated with
compensatory wetland mitigation?

No

23. Does the project include slash pile burning?

No

24. Does the project include dny bridge removal, replacement, and/or maintenance activities
(e.g., any bridge repair, retrofit, maintenance, and/or rehabilitation work)?

Yes

25. Is there ony suitable habitatlll for Indiana bat or NLEB within 1,000 feet of the bridge?
(includes any trees suitable for matemity, roosting, foraging, or uavelling habitat)

[1] See the Service's curent summq survev guidance for our curent definitions of suitable habitat.

Yes

26. Has a bridge assessment[1] been conducted within the last 24 monthst2l to determine if the
bridge is being used by bats?

[1] See User Guide Appeodix D for bridge/structue assessment guidance

[2] Assessments must b€ completed no more than 2 years prior to colducting any work below the deck surface on

all bridges that meet rhe physical characteristics described in the Programmatic Consu]tatioo, regardless of
whethet assessments have been conducted in the past. Due to the tansitory natur of bat use, a negative result in
one year does Dot guaramee thar bats will not us€ d|at bddge/sttucnue in subsequent years.

Yes

SUBM'TTED DOCUMENTS
. Bridge Bat Assessment Form 10.1.21 with CMP.pdf httos://ioac.ecosphere.fws.gov/

ect/3U3,UCG
p r o i e c D o c uments/ 1 0 I I I 4444
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27. Did the bridge assessment detect ony signs of Indiana bats and/or NLEBs roosting in/under
the bridge @as, guano, etc.)t1l?

[1] II bridge assessment detects signs of ony sp€cies of bats, coordination with the local FWS office is needed to

identify poten al threatened or endangered bat species. Additional studies may be undenaken to try to identify

which bat species may be utilizing dre bridge prior to allowing any work to proceed.

Note: There is a small chance bridge assessments for bat occupatrcy do not detect bats. Should a small number of

bats be observed roosting on a bridge iust prior to or during consEuction, such that take is Iikely to occur or does

occur in the form of harassment, injury or death, Ihe PBO requtes the action agency to rcpon rhe bke. RePon all

unaIlticipared take withil 2 working days of the incident to the USFWS. ConstuctioD activities may continue

without delay provided tbe take is reponed to the USFWS and is limited to 5 bats per proiect.

No

28. Will dre bridge removal, replacement, and./or maintenance activities include installing new
or replacing existing permanent lighting?

No

29. Does the project include the removal, replacement, and./or maintenance of dny structure

other than a bridge? (e.g., rest areas, offices, sheds, outbuildings, bams, parking garages,

etc.)

No

30. Will the project involve the use of temporary lighting during the active season?

Yes

31. Is there ony suitable habitat within 1,000 feet of the location(s) where temporary lighting
will be used?

Yes

32. Will the project install new or replace existing permanent lighting?

No

33. Does the project include percussives or other activities (not including tree removaV

trimming or bridge/structure work) that will increase noise levels above existing traffic/
background levels?

No

34. Are oll project activities that are not associated with habitat removal, tree removaV

trimming, bridge and,/or structure activities, temporary or permanent lighting, or use of
percussives, limited to actions that DO NOT cause any additional stressors to the bat

species?

Examples: lining roadways, unlighted signage , rail road crossing signals, signal lightin& and minor road repair

such as asphalt fill of potholes. etc.

Yes

35. Will the project raise the road profile above the tree canopy?

No
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36. Are the projeo activities that are not associated with habitat removal, Eee removaV
trimming, bridge and/or structure activlties, temporary or permanent lighting, or use of
percussives consistent with a No Effect determination in this key?

Automatically aBwcrcd
Yes, other project activities are limited to actions that DO NOT cause any additional
stressors to the bat species os described in the BNBO

37. Is the habitat removal portion of this project consistent with a Not Likely to Adversely
Affect determination in this key?

Automatically answered

Yes, because the tree removal/trimming thot occurs outside of the lndiana bat's active
season occurs greater than 0.5 miles from the nearest hibernaculum, is less than 100 feet
ftom the existing road/rail surface, includes clear demarcotion of the trees that ore to be
removed, and does not alter documented roosts and/or surrounding summer habitot within
0.25 miles of a documented roost.

38. Is the habitat removal portion of this project consistent with a Not Likely to Adversely
Affect determination in this key?

Automatically answered

Yes, because the tree removautrimming that occurs outside of the NLEB's octive season
occurs greater than 0.5 miles from the neorest hibernaculum, is less thon 100 feet ftom the
existing road/rail surface, includes clear demarcation of the trees that are to be removeil,
and does not aker documented roosts and/or sunounding summer habitat within 0.25
miles of a documented roost.

39. Is the bridge removal, replacement, or maintenance activities portion of this project
consistent with a No Effect determination in this key?

Automatically answcrcd

Yes, becouse the bridge has been ossessed us ing the criteria documented in the BA and no
signs of bas were detected

40. General AwIM I
Will the project ensure oll operators, employees, and contractors working in areas of
known or presumed bat habitat are aware of oll FHWA/FRA/FTA (Transponation
Agencies) environmental commitments, including all applicable Avoidance and
Minimization Measures?

Yes
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4 1 . Trre Removal AMM I
Can oll phaseVaspects of the project (e.9., temporary work areas, alignments) be modified,
to the extent practicable, to avoid tree removal[l] in excess of what is required to

implement the project safely?

Note: Tree Removal AMM 1 is a minimization measure, the {ull implementation of which may not always be

pracricable. Projects may still be NLAA as long as Tree Removal AMMS 2, 3, and 4 are implemented and LAA as

long as Tree Removal AMM5 3, 5, 6, and 7 are implemented.

[1] The word "tees" as used in the AMMS refers to trees rhat are suitable habitat for each species within their

range. See the USFWS'curem summer survey guidance for our latest definitioN of suitable habitat.

Yes

42. tte RemovalAMM 3
Can tree removal be limited to that specified in project plans and ensure that contractors

understand clea ng limi6 and how they are marked in the field (e.g., install bright colored

flagging/fencing prior to any tree clearing to ensue contractors stay within clearing

limits)?

Yes

43. Trce Rcmoval AMM 4

Can the project avoid cutting down/removal of all (1) documentedlrl Indiana bat or NLEB
roosEt2l (that are still suitable for roosting), (2) trees within 0.25 miles of roosts, and (3)

documented foraging habitat any time of year?

[1] The word documented rDeans habitat where bas have acRrally been captued and/or Eacked.

[2] Documented roosdng or foraging habitat - for dte puposes of this coosrdtadon, we ar€ considering

documented habitat as thar where Indiana bas and/or NLEB have actually been captured and tracked using (1)

radio telemeny to roosts; (2) radio telemetry biatrgulado!./triangulation to estimate foragng areas; or (3) foraging

areas with repeated use documented using acoustics. Documented roosting habitat is dso coosidered as suitable

summer habitat within 0.25 miles of documetrted roosts.)

Yes

44. Ligbting AMM r
Will oll temporary lighting be directed away from suitable habitat during the active

season?

Yes

Project Questionnaire
1. Have you made a No Effect determination for all other species indicated on the FWS IPaC

generated species list?

N/A

2. Have you made a May Affect determinadon for any other species on the FWS IPaC

generated species list?

N/A
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3. How many acres[1] of trees are proposed for removal between 0-100 feet of the existing
road/rail surface?

[1] If described as number of rees, multiply by 0.09 to corryert to aoeage and enter that number-

0.5

4. Please describe the proposed bridge work:

FulI removal and replacement of an existing bridge

5. Please state the timing of all proposed bridge work:

Spring/Summer 2024

6. Please enter the date of the bridge assessment:

10.1.2027

Avoidance And Minimization Measures (AMMs)
This determination key result includes the committment to implement the following Avoidance

and Minimization Measures (AMMs):

LIGH'ING AMM ].
Direct temporary lighting away from suitable habitat during the active season.

TREE REMOVAL AMM 2
Apply time of year restrictions for tree removal when bats are not likely to be present, or limit
tree removal to 10 or fewer trees per project at any time of year within 100 feet of existing road/
rail surface and outside of documented roosting/foraging habitat or travel corridors; visual
emergence survey must be conducted with no bats observed.

TREE REMOVAL AMM 3
Ensure tree removal is limited to that specified in proj ect plars and ensure that conEactors
understard clearing limis and how they are marked in the field (e.g., install bright colored
flagging/fencing prior to any tree clearing to ensure contractors stay urithin clearing limits)

TREE REMOVAL AMM 4
Do not remove documented Indiana bat or NLEB roosts that are still suitable for roosting, or
trees within 0.25 miles of roosts, or
documented foraging habitat any time of year.

GENERAL AMM 1
Ensure all operators, employees, and contractors working in areas of known or presumed bat
habitat are aware of all FHWA/FRA./FIA (Transportation Agencies) environmental
commitments, including all applicable AMMs.

TREE REMOVAL AMM 1

Modify all phases/aspects of the project (e.g., temporary work areas, alignmens) to avoid tree
removal.
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Determination Key Description: FHWA, FRA, FTA
Pro g ram matic Consu ltation For Trans po rtation Projects
Affecting NLEB Or lndiana Bat
This key was last updated in IPaC on January 26,2022. Keys are subject to periodic revision.

This decision key rs intended for projectsiactivities funded or authorized by the Federal Highway
Administration (FHWA), Federal Rai-lroad Adminisnation (FRA), and./or Federal Transit
Administradon (FIA), which may require consultation with the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service
(Service) under Section 7 of the Endangered Species Act (ESA) for the endangered Indiana bat
(Myotis sodalis) and the threatened Northern long-eared bat (NLEB) (Myotis septentrionolis).

This decision key should onlv be used to verify projea applicabiliry with the Service's Februarv
5. 2018. FHWA. FRA, FTA Proqrammatic Bioloeical Opinion for TransDonation Proiects. The
programmatic biological opinion covers limited transportation activities that may affect either bat
species, and addresses situations that are both likely and not likely to adversely affect either bat
species. This decision key will assist in identifying the effect of a specific project/activity and

applicability of the programmatic consultation. The programmatic biological opinion is not
intended to cover all types of nansportation actions. Activities outside the scope of the
programmatic biological opinion, or that may affect EsA-listed species other than the Indiana bat
or NLEB, or any designated critical habitat, may require additional ESA Section 7 consultation.
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Bridoe/Structure Bat Assess ment Form
10t1121

Assessment I 2:00 pm

2400017

Name Kevin Mclane

Colntv FranklinDes. 1703013
DOT Proiecl
Numbet ffi* Hamburg Rd

102.6 ft
Saruclure
Leaqlh

q!@!.I9-g@E!!g!eg 
3e.3ss66

(latitude ard longitude) {5-26e50

Structure HeLqht

laooroximate)

Structure itateria: (check all that apply)Structure Type (check one)

MddEN MEtEtErl End/Back Wall MateialBidge Constructon SVe

r-.rit?JEU
ffit

Oli'e.U srEd lDosm I I I
6 Creosote Evidence

SIEE
Culved Matenal

Culveft Type Olhar Structure

Bor
'CMP at SW driveway
also ch*ked. no bats
or signs of bats found

Noles

Olhe.Oth€.:

an a

Areas Assessed (check all that aoplv)
Check ag aaeas trlat apply. lf an ar6a is not presont an the struclure, clteck the "not ptos€nt'bor
Document all bat indicators obsewed durinq the assesgnenl lnckrde the species preseot. if kiown. and paovk e ptEto dodJm6iation a indcated.

Assessment NotesArea {check if assessed) Evidence of Bats (include photos if present)
AI Crelncgs and cracKs:

Bridges/culYe s: rough surfaces or
imperfections in concrete
Olhea stauctures: soffits, raters, attic

EE

Jsp*o""
Concrgte surtaces (op€fl roostjng on
concrete)
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Spaces betwesn walls, c€iling joists
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&orWe€p holes, scupper drains. and
inl6ls/pipes
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Assessment Form
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APPENDIX D:

SECTION 106 OF THE NHPA



Minor Projects PA Project Assessment Form

D e: l/1412022 **UPDLTED 212512022

Project Designation Number: I 7030 I 3

Route Number: North Hamburg Road

Project Description: Franklin County Bridge 31 Project, 2.9 miles South of Stipps Hill Road,

The proposed project is located on North Hamburg Road, approximately 2.9 miles south ofStipps Hill Road
within Salt Creek Township in Franklin County, Indiana. The existing Franklin County Bridge No. 3l was
constructed in 1975. lt is a three-span prestressed concrete box beam bridge that carries North Hamburg Road
over Bull Fork Salt Creek. It is a twoJane bridge and consists ofthree spans. The total bridge length is 102 feet.
The bridge has no skew and no median. The existing structure has two 9.8-foot travel lanes with no shoulder, and
the existhg approach sections have two 7.5-foot travel lanes with no shoulder, for a total roadway width of l5
feet and a total bridge roadway width of 20.2 feet.Its deck structure is composed ofcast-in-place concrete and it
has a bituminous wearing surface.

At present, the existing bridge has beam spalls with exposed stirrups, edge beam spalls with exposed steel in the
coping near piers, ard exposed foundation at the south pier and south abutment. There is a failed block wingwall
at the southeast comer ofthe bridge. Railing for the bridge and the bridge approach do not meet current crash-
tested standards, and the northeast comer abutment is broken. Movement ofthe east box beam has been patched
with asphalt, but holes have appeared il the wearing surface. There are piers with a vertical crack through the
center, and there is spall with exposed steel in the southwest comer ofthe south abufnent. The purpose of this
project is to address the deteriorating condition ofthe existing structure, to achieve a sEuctule with all raturgs
equal to or greater than eight, and to increase the structure life by 75 years. The need for this project is due to the
safety concems oflhe current structure and the deteriorating structual integrity. According to the 2020 Bridge
Inspection Report, the deck, wearing surface, superstructure, and substructure are all rated 4 (poor), with
advanced deterioration.

The prefered alternative for this project is to remove the existing bridge struchfe and construct a three-span
continuous composite prestressed concrete I-beam bridge in its place. This new bridge will be constructed along
the same alignment as the current bridge. The new structure will a 170-foot 9.75-inch out-to-out bridge floor on a
30-degree right skew, l0-foot lanes with 4-foot 3/8-inch shoulders, and a 2S-foot clear roadway. The approach
roadway on each side ofthe strucnfe will be widened to accommodate two (2) l0-foot lanes with zl-foot
shoulders and correct to meet current design criteria. Full-depth pavement and new guardrail will be installed.
Class I ard revetment riprap will be installed for stability.

**On 2125/2022,INDOT-CRO was informed that the scope had changed slightly to include 2.01 acres of
permanent right of way and 0.17 acres of temporary right of way for the project. .

Feature crossed (if applicable): Bull Fork Salt Creek

CitylTownship: Salt Creek Township County: Franklin County

Information reviewed (please check all that apply):
F General project location rnap F USGS map 67 Aerbl photograph f- Interim Report

tr Written descripkrn of project area F General project area photos 17 So survey data

l- Previously completed historic property reports l7 Prevbusly conpleted archaeology reports

[- Brilge Inspectkm lnformation 17 SHAARD 17 SIIAARD GIS l? Streetview trnagery
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Minor Projects PA Project Assessment Form

Other (please specify): Project information, photos and map provided by SJCA, Inc. on 12161202l on ftle at

INDOT-CRO and Franklin Countv. IN Map (wthsis.com) accessed Jan:uary 10,2022.

Please speci$ all applicable categories and condition(s) (conditions that are applictble are highlighted):

4.-6. Repair, replacement, or upgrade of existing safety appurtenances such as guardrails, barriers, glare screens,

and crash attenuators in previously disturbed soils.

A-9. Installation, repair, or replacement of erosion control measures along roadways, waterways and bridge pien
within previously disturbed soils.

B-12. Replacement, widening, or raising the elevation ofthe superstructure on existing bridges, and bridge
replacement projects (when both the superstructure and substructure are removed), under the
following conditions [BOTH Condition A, which pertains to Archaeological Resources, and
Condition B, which pertains to Above-Ground Resources, must be satisfiedJ:

Condition A (Archaeological Resources)
One of the two conditions listed below must be met (EITHER Condition i or Condition ii must be
sa srted):
i. Work occurs in previously disturbed soils; OX
ii. Work occurs in undisturbed soils and an archaeological investigation conducted by the apptcaot

and reviewed by INDOT Cultural Resources Office determines that no National Register-lisled
or potentially National Register-eligible archaeological resoluces are present qrithin the project
area. If the archaeological investigation locates National RegisterJisted or potentially National
Register-eligible archaeological resources, then full Section 106 review will be required. Copies
of any archaeological reports prepared for the project will be provided to the DHPA and any
archaeological site form information will be entered directly into the SHAARD by the applicant.
The archaeological reports will also be available for viewing (by Tribes only) on INSCOPE.

Condition B (Above-Grou nd Resources)
The conditions listed below mustbe met (BOTH Condition i and Condition ii must be sstisJied)
i. Work does not occur adjacent to or within a National RegisterJisted or National Register-eligible

district or individual above-gtound resource; l-ly'D
ii. With regard to the subject bridge, at least onc ofthe conditions listed below is satis{red (AT LEAST

one of the conditions a, b or c, must be fulfilled):
a. The latest Historic Bridge Inventory identified the bridge as non-historic (see

hrhr:/iwww.in.so v/indot/2531 .htm)
b. The bridge was built after 1945, and is a common bpe as defined in Section V. of the Program

Comment Issuedfor Streamlining Section 106 Reviewfor Actions Affecting Post-1945 Concrete
and Steel Bridges issued by the Advisory Council on Historic Presewation on November 2,

2012 for so long as that Program Comment remains in effect AND the considerations listed in
Section IV of the Program Comment do not apply;

c. The bridge is part of the Interstate system and was determined not eligible for the National
Register under the Section 106 Exemption Regarding Effects to the Interstate Highway System

D2

Smith, Galen K.
2022 A Phase Ia Archaeological Literature Review and Reconnaissance Survey for the Franklin County Bridge
3l Replacement Project on North Hamburg Road over Bull Fork Salt Creek (Des 1703013), 2.9 Miles South of
Stipps Hill Road, Salt Creek Township, Franklin County, Indiana. Report on file, Indiana Department of
Transportation, Cultural Resources Office, Indianapolis, In.

ri-1



Minor Projects PA Project Assessment Form

adopted by the Advisory Council on Historic Preservation on March 10, 2005, for so long as

that Exemption remains in effect.

Are there any commitments associated with this project? If yes, please explain and include in the
Additional Comments Section below. yes E no X

Does the project result in a de minimis impact to a Section 4(f) protected historic resource? Ifyes, please

explain in the Additional Comments Section below. yes E no X

Additionel Comments:

Above.qround Resources

An INDOT-Cultual Resources Office (CRO) historian who meets the Secretary of the Interior's Professional

Qualification Standards as per 36 CFR Part 6l performed a desktop review of the surrounding area. Based on a

review ofonline street-view imagery and aerial photography, the area immediately adjacent to the subject structure

is composed primarily of large residential lots ir a primarily agriculnral area.

The State and National Register of Historic Places was referenced for Franllin County. No listed properties were

identified withil 0.25 miles ofthe project which serves as a sufficient area ofpotential effect.

The Indiana Historic Sites and Structures Inventory QHSSI) was checked via the Indiana Historic Building, Bridges,
and Cemeteries Map (IHBBCM) and the State Historical Architectural and Archaeological Research Database

(SHAARD). There are no surveyed properties located within the 0.25 miles of the project area.

From the desktop survey, two properties were identifred, one at the southwest quadnnt ofthe bridge and the other
at the northeast quadrant. The other quadmnts are primarily wooded. The house at the northeast quadrant is modem,
likely built circa 2002 per the property card accessed via the Franklin County GIS site ( Franklin Countv. IN Map
(wtheis.com). The property at the southwest corner is a farm comprised of a house and bam, with some

smaller outbuildings. The property card access via the Franklin County GIS site indicates the house was
built circa 1860. It does appear the house is a one and % story central passage. The house is clad in
modern vinyl siding and the windows are modern replacements. The house is covered by a metal roof.
The alterations are likely the reason the house was not surveyed by the IHSSL The property will have a

view of the project and portion of the property may have minor physical impacts. However, the house is

located approximately 350 ft. fiom the bridge and none of the property's structures will be impacted. If
any major physical impacts would be occurring to the house or structures and property in general, further
research may be warranted to determile

Franklnr County Bridge No. 31, Shlcture #24-00031, NBI No. 2400017, a three-span prestressed concrete box
beam was built in 1975 and therefore falls outside the time period covered in the Indiana Historic Bridge Inventory.
And is therefore not evaluated and is not National Register eligible.

Based on all ofthis available information, as summarized above, no above-ground concems exist as long as the
project scope does not change.
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An INDOT Cultural Resources Office (CRO) archaeologist, who meets the Secretary ofthe Interior's
Professional Qualification Standards as per 36 CFR Part 61, reviewed the archaeology report submined by SJCA,
Inc., on behalfofUSl Consultants, Inc. on January 5, 2022.

An archaeological records check and Phase Ia reconnaissance survey of the project area were conducted by SJCA,
Inc., (Smith 2022). A review of SIIAARD and SHAARD GIS indicated that no sites or previous archaeological
investigations have been recorded within or adjacent to the survey area. A 2.9 acre survey area was examined
through the excavation ofshovel probes, and visual inspection of areas of disturbance. The suwey identified two
new archaeological sites (12-Fr-0555 and l2-Fr-0556). Both sites represent diffuse, low-fiequency lithic scatters

with an unidentified prehistoric component that is recommended as not eligible for listing in the NRHP. No
further work is recommended for these sites. It is our opinion that the report is acceptable, and we concur with the

evaluations and recommendations made by SJCA, Inc., (Smith 2022). Therefore, there are no archaeological
concems.

Accidental Discoverr': lfany archaeological artifacts or human remains are uncovered during construction,
demolition, or earth moving activities, construction within 100 feet ofthe discovery will be stopped, and the

INDOT Cultural Resources Offrce and the Division of Historic Preservation and Archaeology will be notifted
irnrnediately.

INDOT Cuttural Resources stalf reviewer(s): Patricia Jo Korzeniewski and Patrick Carpenter

***Be sure to attach this form to the National Environmental Policy Act documentation for this project. Also, the

NEPA documentation shall reference and include the description of the specific stipulation in the PA that
qualifies the project as ?xempt from further Section 106 review.

l. 414
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Laura Rogerc

From:
Sent:
To:
Cc:

Korzeniewski, Patricia J < PKozeniewski@indot.lN.9ov>
Friday, February 25,2022 1'l:40 AM
Scott Henley (Jeffrey Scott); Karen Wood; Garrett Receveur; Kirk Smith; Prince, Greg

Carpenter, Patrick A Laura Rogers; Branigin, Susan; Coon, Matthew; Ty Gallahan;

Korzeniewski, Patricia J

RE: Franklin County Bridge 31 Project, LPA Project, Des. No. 1703013, Archaeology

Report Approval
Subject:

Good afternoon,

Thank you for submitting the revised project changes for our review. I have updated the MPPA form the reflect
this change. As always, please keep in mind that ifthe scope ofthe project or project limits should change, our office
will need to re-examine the information to determine whether the MPPA still applies. Please don't hesitate to contact us
should you have any questions or need additional information.

Franklin Corurtv Bridse 3l replaceme:.rt Des1703013 MPPA Determination Form A-6.A-9.8-1) )022-2-
?5.pdf

Patricia..lo Korzeniewski
Archaeologist and Environmental Manager
INDOT, Cultural Resources Office
100 North Senale Avenue, N758-ES
lndianapolis, lndiana 46204
P Korzeniewski@in n.
1-311-416-4317
lVl-F 8:00 - 4:00

From: Scott Henley (Jeffrey Scott) <shenley@sjcainc.com>

Sent: Friday, February 25, 2022 9:53 AM
To: Korzeniewski, Patricia J <PKorzeniewski@indot.lN.gov>; Karen Wood <kwood@sjcainc.com>; Garrett Receveur
<greceveur@sjcainc.com>; Kirk Smith <ksmith@sjcainc.com>; Prince, Greg <gprince@indot.lN.gov>
Cc: Miller, Shaun (INDOT) <smiller@indot.lN.goD; Carpenter, Patrick A <PACarpenter@indot.lN.goD; Laura RoBers
<lrogers@sjcainc.com>; Branigin, Susan <SBranigin@indot.lN.goD; Coon, Matthew <mcoon@indot.lN.gov>; Ty Gallahan
<tgallahan@sjcainc.com>
Subject RE: Franklin County Bridge 31 Project, LPA Project, Des. No. 1703013, Archaeology Report Approval

is an EXTERNAL email. Exercise caution. DO NOT open attachments or click links from
unknown senders or unexpected email. ***

Good morning everyone,

I wanted to update you regarding some new information we've received from the client regarding the above referenced
proiect. According to the client, the scope of work and the project area has notchanged; however,duetoa
recalculation, there are new right-of-way amounts. The new right-of-way amounts are:2.0L acres permanentand 0.17
acre temporary.
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ExcerDt: Paaes have been removed

A Phase Ia Archaeological Literature Review and
Reconnaissance Survey for the Franklin County Bridge 3r
Replacement Project on North Hamburg Road over Bull
ForkSalt Creek (Des rTo3oa1),,2.9 Miles South of Stipps
Hill Road, Salt CreekTownship, Franklin Count;r,Indiana

Archaeological report

January/ 5, 2o22

Prepared for

USI Consultants, Inc.
8415 East 56th Street
Indianapolis, lndiana 46216

HL.rsAISICA
Galea K Smith, M.A.

Archaeologist, QP
SJCA, Inc.

9102 Nofth Meridian Street, Suite zoo
Indianapolis, Indiana 4626o

e. ksmith@sjcainc.com?. J17.566.()629 {. 866.422.20,16
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In March 2019, USI Consultants Inc. contracted SJCA, Inc. (formerly Green 3) to
conduct a Phase Ia archaeological literature review and reconnaissance survey for the
proposed Franklin County Bridge gr Replacement Project on North Hamburg Road over
Bull Fork Salt Creek (Des r7o3or3), 2.9 miles South of Stipps HilI Road, in Salt Creek
Township, Franklin County, Indiana.

This project is located on North Hamburg Road, approximately 2.9 miles south
of Stipps Hill Road, within Salt Creek Township in FranHin County, Indiana. The
proposed project is in Section 14 of Township u North, Range 11 East on the United
States Geological Survey (USGS) 1958 (1993 edition [ed.]) Clarksburg, Indiana
quadrangle (7.5' topographic map).

The project foolprint is defined by the land that will be impacted by direct
ground disturbance. SJCA surveyed a larger area, defined as the survey area, totaling
2.9 acres (1.2 hectares) to account for flexibility in design changes. The smaller project
footprint will be encompassed within this larger survey area.

The literature review failed to identifr any previously recorded archaeological
sites or previous cultural resources investigations within the survey area's r.o-mile (r.6
kilometers) radius. No cemeteries and or National Register of Historic Places (NRHP)
listed resources have been inventoried either in or within 1oo feet (3o.S meters) of the
survey area.

A review of the historic cartographic sources and aerial photographs indicated
that the survey area has remained substantially rural from the mid-rgth through the
late-zoth centuries. Light residential development occurred north and south of the
survey area from 1998 to 2oo3.

The Phase Ia reconnaissance survey was conducted on November rz, zozr, which
involved a combination of visual walkover and shovel probe testing. Visual walkover was
conducted within previously disturbed and excessively sloped areas (greater than zo
percent). The remainder ofthe suruey area outside existing disturbance and with poor
surface visibility (ess than 3o percent) were shovel probed.

Two new archaeological sites (rz-Fr-o558 and 12-Fr-o556) were identified during
the field survey. Both sites represent diffuse, low-frequency lithic scatters with an
unidentified prehistoric component that is recommended as not eligible for listing in the
NRHP. No further work is recommended for these sites.

I
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SUMMARY AND RECOMMENDATIONS

In March 2or9, USI Consultants, Inc. contracted SJCA, Inc. (formerly Green 3)
to conduct a Phase Ia archaeological literature review and reconnaissance survey for
the proposed Franklin County Bridge 3r Replacement Project on North Hamburg
Road over Bull Fork Salt Creek (Des r7o3or3), 2.9 miles south of Stipps Hill Road, in
Salt Creek Township, Franklin County, Indiana.

This project is located on North Hamburg Road, approximately 2.9 miles south
of Stipps Hill Road, within Salt Creek Township in Franklin County, Indiana. The
proposed project is in Section 14 of Township rr North, Range u East on the USGS
1958 (1998 ed.) Clarksburg, Indiana quadrangle (7.5' topographic map).

SJCA surveyed a larger area, defined as the survey area, totaling 2.9 acres (r.e
hectares) to account for flexibility in design changes. The smaller project footprint was
encompassed within this larger survey zrea.

The literature review failed to identify any previously recorded archaeological
sites or previous cultural resources investigations within the survey atea's r.o-mile (r.6
kilometers) radius. No cemeteries and or NRHP listed resources have been inventoried
either in or within roo feet (3o.5 meters) ofthe survey area.

A review of the historic cartographic sources and aerial photographs indicated
that the survey area has remained substantially rural from the late rgth through the
mid-zoth century. Only light residential development has occurred north and south of
the survey area between 1998 and zoo3.

The Phase Ia reconnaissance survey was conducted on November t2,2c21,
which involved a combination of visual walkover and shovel probe testing. The survey
identified two new archaeological sites (rz-Fr-o555 and rz-Fr-o556). Both sites
represent diffuse, low-frequency lithic scatters with an unidentified prehistoric
component that is recommended as not eligible for listing in the NRHP. No further
work is recommended for these sites.

It should be noted that if any prehistoric or historic archaeological artifacts or
human remains are uncovered during construction, demolition, or earthmoving
activities, state law (Indiana Code r4-zr-t -27 and -29) requires that the discovery
needs to be reported to the IDN& DHPA within two business days, as well as to the
INDOT CRO. Be advised that adherence to Indiana Code r4-zr-t-27 and -29 does not
obviate the need to adhere to applicable federal statutes and regulations, including but
not limited to 36 C.F.R. Part 8oo.
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APPENDIX E:

RED FLAG INVESTIGATION



SICA
Date: December 21,2021

To

Fro m Ty Gallahan, sicA lnc
Seymour District
1028 Virginia Ave, Suite 201
lndianapolis, lN 46203
tga lla han @ sjca inc.com

Re: RED FLAG INVESTIGATION

DES 1703013, State Project
Bridge Project
Bridge 31, North Hamburg Road over Bull Fork
Franklin County, lndiana

PRO'ECT DESCRIPTION

Brief Description of P.oiect: Franklin County and the Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) intend to proceed with a

bridge project at Bridge 31, North Hamburg Road over Bull Fork Salt Creek. The existing structure is a three-span
prestressed concrete box beam structure with an overall length of 102 feet (ft) and an out-to-out deck width of 20.2 ft.
The existing structure has two 9.8 ft travel lanes with no shoulder, and the existing approach sections have two 7.5 ft
travel lanes with no shoulder, for a total roadway width of 15 ft and a total bridge roadway width of 20.2 ft. The
preferred alternative is a composite prestressed concrete l-beam bridge replacement with an out-to-out bridge floor
length of 170.75 ft, on new concrete piers and abutments placed on the existing alignment. The new structure will have
10 ft lanes and 4 ft shoulders in each direction, for a total clear roadway width of 28 ft. Additionally, new TS-1 bridge
railing will be installed, alongside W-beam guardrail in each quadrant, integral end-bents, and an HMA pavement
wedge to accommodate the 2 ft raise in the profile grade. Class 1 and revetment riprap will be added and graded as

necessary for stability. Project boundaries are expected to be approximately 450 ft both North and South of the bridge
for the proposed wedge and riprap, and approximately 50 ft both East and West of the bridge for construction access.

Bridge and/or Culvert Proiect: Yes X No I Structure # 24-00031 (NBl S 2400017)

lf this is a bridge project, is the bridge Historical? Yes tr No E , Select E Non-Select !
(Note: lf the project involves a hisllgligAl bridge, please include the bridge information in the Recommendations
Section of the report).

Proposed right of way: Temporary X #Acres .15 Acres Permanent X # Acres 1.25Acres NotApplicable E
Type and proposed depth of excavation: Excavation is expected at three locations, to a maximum depth of 11' at the
existing end bents, 4' at the guardrail posts, and 1' at the road tie-in locations.
Maintenance of traffic: The current expected maintenance of traffic is a full closure with detour.
work in waterway: Yes X No n Below ordinary high water mark: Yes X No E

E1

Site Assessment & Management (SAM)

Environmental Policy Office - Environmental Services Division (ESD)

lndiana Department of Transportation
100 N Senate Avenue, Room N758-ES

lndianapolis, lN 46204



State Project: fl LPA: I
AnV other factors influencing recommendations: N/A

IN FRASTRUCTURE TABTE AND SUMMARY

tln orderto complete the required airport review, a review ofpublic use airports wathin 3.8 miles (2o,0fl)teet)is required.

Explanation: No infrastructure resources were identified within the 0.5 mile search radius

WATERR ESOU RCES TABTE AND SUMMARY

Water Resources
lndicate the number of items of concern found within the 0.5 mile search radius. lf there are no items,
please indicate N/A:

NWI - Points N/A Canal Routes - Historic N/A

Karst Springs N/A NWI - Wetlands

Canal Structures - Historic Lakes 3

NPS NRI Listed Floodplain - DFIRM 1

NWI-Lines Cave Entrance Density N/A
IDEM 303d Listed Streams and

Lakes (lmpaired)
4 Sinkhole Areas N/A

Rivers and Streams 9 Sinking-Stream Basins N/A

Explanation:

NWI - Lines: Three (3) NWI Line segments are located within the 0.5 mile search radius. One (1) NWI line, Bull Fork, is

located within the project area. A Waters of the US Report is recommended based on mapped features, and
coordination with the appropriate agency, if applicable, will occur.

IDEM 3O3d Listed Rivers and Streams: Four (4) 303d Listed Rivers and Stream segments are located within the 0.5 mile
search radius. Bull Fork is located within the project area. Bull Fork is listed for Dissolved Oxygen (DO) and E. Coli.

Concerning Dissolved Oxygen (DO), Best Management Practices (BMPs) will be used to avoid further
degradation to the stream.
Bull Fork is listed for E. coli. Workers who are working in or near water with E. coli should take care to wear
appropriate PPE, observe proper hygiene procedures, including regular hand washing, and limit personal
exposure.

lnfrastructure
lndicate the number of items of concern found within the 0.5 mile search radius. lf there are no items,
please indicate N/A:

Religious Facilities Recreational Facilities N/A

Airponsl N/A Pipelines N/A

Cemeteries N/A N/A

Hospitals N/A Trails N/A

Schools N/A Managed Lands N/A

E2
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River and Streams: Nine (9) stream segments are located within the 0.5 mile search radius. One (1) stream segment, Bull

Fork, is located within the project area. A Waters of the US Report is recommended based on mapped features, and 
-coordination with the appropriate agency, if applicable, will occur.

NWI - Wetlands: Twelve (12) NWI Wetlands are located within the 0.5 mile search radius. The nearest wetland is located
0.08 mile west of the project area. No impact is expected.

Lakes: Three (3) Lakes are located within the 0.5 mile search radius. The nearest lake is located 0.23 mile southwest of
the proiect area. No impact is expected.

Floodplain - DFIRM: One (1) Floodplain polygon is located within the 0.5 mile search radius. The project area is located
within one of the floodplain polygons. Coordination with the appropriate agency will occur.

Minin&/Mineral Exploration
lndicate the number of items of concern found within the 0.5 mile search radius. lf there are no items,
please indicate N/A:

Petroleum Wells N/A M ineral Resources N/A

Mines - Surface N/A Mines - Underground N/A

Explanation: No mining and mineral resources were identified within the 0.5 mile search radius.

HAZARDOUS MATERIAT CONCERNS TABTE AND SUMMARY

Hazardous Material Concerns
lndicate the number of items of concern found within the 0.5 mile search radius. lf there are no items,
please indicate N/A:

Su perfund N/A Manufactured Gas Plant Sites N/A

RCRA Generator/ TSD N/A Open Dump Waste Sites N/A

RCRA Corrective Action Sites N/A Restricted Waste Sites N/A

State Cleanup Sites N/A Waste Transfer Stations N/A

Septage Waste Sites N/A Tire Waste Sites N/A

Underground Storage Tank (UST)

Sites
N/A

Confined Feeding Operations
(cFo) N/A

Voluntary Remediation Program N/A Brownfields N/A

Construction Demolition Waste N/A lnstitutional Controls N/A

solid waste Landfill N/A N PDES Facilities N/A

lnfectious/MedicalWastesites N/A NPDES Pipe Locations N/A

Leaking Underground Storage
(LUST) sites 

l

N/A Notice of Contamination Sites N/A

Unless otherwise noted, site specific details presented in this section were obtained from documents reviewed on the
lndiana Department of Environmental Management (IDEM) Virtual File Cabinet (VFC).

Explanation: No hazardous materials concerns were identified within the 0.5 mile search radius.

E3

MINING AND MINERAT EXPTORATION TABLE AND SUMMARY
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ECOLOGICAT INFORMATION SUMMARY
The Franklin County listing of the lndiana Natural Heritage Data Center information on endangered, threatened, or rare

(ETR) species and high quality natural communities is provided at h .tn dnr nature-
preserves/files/ np franklin.pdf. A preliminary review of the lndiana Natural Heritage Database by INDOT ESD did not
indicate the presence of ETR species within the 0.5 mile search radius.

A review of the USFWS database did/did not indicate the presence of endangered bat species in or within 0.5 mile of
the project area. The project area is located in a rural area surrounded by forests and farm fields, and sparsely with
residences. The October 28, 2021 INDOT lnspection Report for 24-00031 (NBl # 2400017) state that no evidence of bats

was seen or heard under the bridge. The range-wide programmatic consultation for the lndiana Bat and Northern LonS-

eared Bat will be completed according to the most recent "Using the USFWS's lPaC System for Listed Bat Consultation

for INDOT Projects."

lnclude recommendations from each section. lf there are no recommendations, please indicate N/A:

INFRASTRUCTURE: N/A

WATER RESOURCES:

. A Waters of the US Report is recommended and coordination with the appropriate agency, if applicable, will
occur for the following features:

o One (1) NWI line segment, Bull Fork, is located within the project area.

o One (1) stream segment, Bull Fork, is located within the project area.

o The project area is located within a floodplain polygon (coordination only).
o IDEM 303d Listed Rivers and Streams: Bull Fork Salt Creek is listed for Dissolved Oxygen (DO) and E. Coli.

o Concerning Dissolved Oxygen (DO), Best Management Practices (BMPs) will be used to avoid further
degradation to the stream.

o Bull Fork is listed for E. coli. Workers who are working in or near water with E. coli should take care to
wear appropriate PPE, observe proper hygiene procedures, including regular hand washing, and limit
personal exposure.

MINING/MINERAt EXPTORATION: N/A

HAZARDOUS MATERIAL CONCERNS: N/A

ECOLOGICAT INFORMATION: Coordination with USFWS and IDNR will occur. The range-wide programmatic

consultation for the lndiana Bat and Northern LonB-eared Bat will be completed according to the most recent "Using

the USFWS'S lPaC System for Listed Bat Consultation for INDOT Proiects".' 
Nicolerofrey-illllXi'l"l'"11","T,

INDOT ESD concurrence
Breting Date:2022-01.05

09:43:51 -05'00' (Signature)

Prepared by:

Ty Gallahan
GIS Admin
SJCA lnc
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Graphics:

A map for each report section with a 0.5 mile search radius buffer around all project area(s) showing all items identified 
1

as possible items ofconcern is attached. lf there is nota section map included, please cha nge the YES to N/A:

SITE LOCATION; YES

INFRASTRUCIURE: N/A

WATER RESOURCES: YE5

MINING/MINERAL EXPLORATION: N/A

HAZARDOUS MATERIAL CONCERNS: N/A
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Red Flag lnvestigation - Site Location
North Hamburg Road over Bull Fork Salt Creek, 2.9 Miles South of Stipps Hill Road

Des. No. 1703013, Bridge Project
Franklin County, lndiana
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Red Flag lnvestigation - Water Resources
North Hamburg Road over Bull Fork Salt Creek, 2.9 Miles South of Stipps Hill Road

Des. No. 1703013, Bridge Project
Franklin County, lndiana
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Wate6 Report
Frantlin County Bridge #31, Des. 1703013

Site Location:
Section 14, Township I I North, Range I I East
Clarksburg 24K Quadrangle
Franklin County, Indiana
Bull Fork Subwatershed, l2-Digit HUC: 050800030503
Project Location

Latitude: 39.398689" Longitude: -85.268532

Field Investigation Date: October 1,2021

Project Description
The Franklin County Board of Commissioners, with federal funding, intends to proceed with a
bridge project (Des. 1703013) in Franklin County, lndiana. The project is located on N Hamburg
Rd, 2.9 miles south of Stipps Hill Rd. This section of N Hamburg Rd consists of two 9.75-foot
lanes with no shoulders and is classified as a Rural Major Collector. The existing structure,
(NBI: 2400017) which carries N Hamburg Rd over Bull Fork Salt Creek, is a three-span concrete
box beam bridge with a 10O-foot length and 19.5-foot width. The proposed project will replace
the existing structure with a three-span prestressed concrete I-beam bridge on new
concrete piers and abutments. The new bridge will be approximately 170.75 feet tn length,28
feet in width, and will provide two l0-foot lanes with 4-foot shoulders. This project will require
riprap on end bent sloping walls and in the roadside drainage ditches. The approach roadway on
each side ofthe structure will be widened to accommodate two l0-foot lanes with 4-foot
shoulders and corrected to meet current design criteria. Full-depth pavement and new guardrail
will be installed.

Methodology
The delineation of wetlands and other "waters of the U.S." on tJle site were based on the
methodology described in the Corps of Engineers l{etland Delineation Manual (Environmental
Laboratory, 1987) and lhe Regional Supplement to the Corps of Engineers Wetland Delineation
Manual: Midwest Region (Environmental Laboratory, 2012) as requied by current U.S. Army
Corps of Engineers (USACE) policy.

Prior to the field work, background information, including U.S. Geological Survey (USGS)
topographic maps, aerial photographs, the USGS National Hydrography Dataset (NHD) layer on
the Indiana Geological & Water Survey (IGWS) IndianaMap website, U.S. Fish and Wildlife
Service (USFWS) National Wetland lnventory (NWI) maps, and the Natural Resources
Conservation Service (NRCS) Web Soil Survey for Franklin County were reviewed to establish
the probability and potential location of water resources on the site. Next, a general
reconnaissance ofthe project area was conducted to determine site conditions. Sample points
were established at locations within the project area to inspect for any possible wetland areas and
to document soil characteristics, evidence ofhydrology, and dominant vegetation. Soils were
examined to a depth ofat least 16-20 inches, when no restrictive layer was encountered, to assess
soil characteristics and site hydrology.
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Desktop Reconnaissance and Site Conditions

Site Description and Conditions
Topography: The topography within the investigated area is largely flat along the stream
banks, with hills to the north and south that slope down to the stream.

Existing Land-Use: Land use adjacent to the investigated is forested in the northwest
and southeast quadrants, with residential properties to the northeast and southwest. A
fenced property near the southwest limits appears to be used as a pasture for livestock.
Plant Communities: Vegetation within the northwest quadrant of the investigated area is

forested and dominated by black loc:ust (Robinia pseudoacacia, FACU), tulip tree
(Liriodendron tulipifera,F ACU), eastem redbud (Cercis canadensls, FACU), black
walnr;i (Juglans nigra,FACU), honey locust (Gieditsia triacanthos, FACU), eastem

redcedar (Juniperus virginiana, FACU), multiflora rose (Rosa multiflora, F ACIJ),
Canadian blacksnakeroot (Sanicula canadensis, FACU), and Canada goldenrod (Solidago
canadensis, FACU). Vegetation in the lawns and pastures in the northeast and southwest
quadrants ofthe investigated area is dominated by upland grasses and weeds such as, tall
fescte (Schedonorus atundinaceus, FACU), white clover (Trifolium repens, F ACQ,
orchardgrass (Daay^lis glomerata, FACU), and Fuller's teasel (Dipsacus fullonum,
FACU). Vegetation within the southeast quadrant ofthe investigated area is forested and

dominated by black walrrtt (Juglans nigra, FACU), honey locust (Gleditsia triacanthos,
FACU), Canada wildrye (Elymus canadensis, FACU), and Canadian blacksnakeroot
(Sanicula canadensrs, FACU). The banks ofthe stream are dominated by reed canary
grass (Phalaris antndinacea, FACW), tall fescte (Schedonotas arundinaceus, FACU),
American sycamore (Platanus occidentalis, FACW), box elder (Acer negundo,F AC),
honey locust (Gleditsia tiacunthos, FACU), deer tongue (Dichanthelium clandestinum,
FACW), Canada goldenro d (Solidago canadensis,F ACU), and ground iry (Glechoma

hederacea, F ACU)
Soils: According to the Franklin County Soil Suwey, soils mapped within the project area

include:

Table 1. Soil es Within the Inves Area

Hydrology: According to the Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA) Flood
Rate lnsurance Map (FIRM) dataset (see attached Floodplain Map), the project area is

within the DNR mapped floodplain of Bull Fork Salt Creek. According to the USGS

Streamstats site, (streamstats.usgs.gov) Bull Fork Salt Creek has an upstream drainage
area of 14.508 square miles, measured at bridge, and the Unnamed Tributary to Bull Fork
Salt Creek (UNT to Bull Fork) has an upstream drainage area of0.503 square miles from
where it confluences with Bull Fork Salt Creek. According to the NWT map, Bull Fork

3

Hydric Ratirg in Area IN047Soil
Abbreviatioo

Soil llnit Name

Nonhv&icCKC3 Cincinnati silt loam, 6 to l2 percent slopes, severely
eroded

NoniydricBpD3 Bonnell cla1, loam, 12 to 22 perce t slopes, seterely
eroded

NonhydricBoC2 Bonnell silt loam,6 to 12 percent slopes, eroded
NonhydricWirl loam, occasionally flooded
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Waters Report
Franklin County Bridge #31, Des. 1703013

Salt Creek is classified as a perennial stream (Riverine, Lower Perennial, Unconsolidated
Bottom, Permanently Flooded; R2UBH) and UNT to Bull Fork is classified as an
intermittent stream (Riverine, Intermittent, Streambed, Seasonally Flooded; R4SBC).
Based on the NHD Flowlines map, three classified stream flowlines are mapped within
the project area. The classified stream flowline segments correspond with Bull Fork Salt
Creek and UNT to Bull Fork.
1YWI Data: According to the NWI map, there are no wetlands mapped within the
investigated area.

Site Conditions: Site conditions were typical for early-October, with no rain occurring
within the five days prior to the field investigation (according to wunderground.com).
Temperatures were slightly above average during the site investigation with temperatures
reaching the high-seventies (' F).

Field Reconnaissance

Site Analysis

The investigated area included roadside right-of-way, residential lawns, upland pastures, forested
hills and floodplains, and the banks of Bull Fork Salt Creek. Hydrology within the project area is
influenced by the Bull Fork Salt Creek and the UNT to Bull Fork. The project area is located
within the Bull Fork subwatershed. According to the NWI map and USGS topographic map,
there are two streams, Bull Fork Salt Creek and UNT to Bull Fork, and no wetlands (see

discussion above in NWI Data) mapped within or adjacent to the investigated area. No
unmapped wetlands were identified within the investigated area during the site visit. Field
investigation confirmed the presence of the two streams, Bull Fork Salt Creek and UNT to Bull
Fork.

BulI Fork Salt Creek is mapped as a perennial stream (Riverine, Lower Perennial,
Unconsolidated Bottom, Permanently Flooded; R2UBH) within the investigated area and it is
shown as solid blue-line on the USGS topographic map. During field investigation the Bull Fork
Salt Creek had a slow flow and appears to hold water throughout the year. Therefore, based on
the fieid observation and resource maps, Bull Fork Salt Creek was determined to be a perennial
stream within the investigated area. According to the USGS StrearzStars site,
(streamstats.usgs.gov) Bull Fork Salt Creek has an upstream drainage area of 14.508 square
miles, measured at bridge.

Based on the NHD Flowlines map, Bull Fork Salt Creek is mapped as a classified skeam
flowline that flows southeast under N Hamburg Rd. Bull Fork Salt Creek connects to Salt Creek,
approximately 4.2 river miles east ofthe investigated area and Salt Creek flows northeast
approximately 6 river miles, were it confluences with the Whitewater fuver. According to the
Indiana Natural Resources Commission, Bull Fork Salt Creek and Salt Creek are not listed as

navigable waterways in Franklin County, but Whitewater River is listed as a navigable
waterway. Approximately 177 linear ft of Bull Fork Salt Creek is within the investigated area.
The bankfull width is approximately 32 ft.. Bull Fork Sait Creek has rock and sand substrate and

a
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Waters Report
Fran-klin County Bridge #31, Des. 170301 3

moderate sinuosity outside of the investigated area (based on aerial imagery). Riffle/run
complexes were observed within the investigated area. Existing riprap (concrete pieces) were
visible around the south abutment. The stream has high in-stream cover and high bank cover.
These features led to a detennination that Bull Fork Salt Creek is of excellent quality. The
stream has an OHWM width of 30 ft (measured on either side of the bridge). The OHWM depth
was 3 ft deep. Due to the pererulial flow conditions of Bull Fork Salt Creek, the presence ofan
OHWM, and eventual connectivity to a navigable waterway, it is likely that it is jurisdictional
under the USACE and is therefore a water of the U.S.

UNT to Bull Fork Salt Creek (UNT to Bull Fork) is mapped as an intermittent stream
(Riverine, lntermittent, Streambed, Seasonally Flooded; R4SBC) within the investigated area and
it is shown as a dotted blue-line on the USGS topographic map. During field investigation the
UNT to Buli Fork had a slow flow
and appears to hold water for most ofthe year. Therefore, based on the field observation and
resource maps, Lt{T to Bull Fork was determined to be an intermittent stream within the
investigated area. According to theUSGS StreamStals site, (streamstats.usgs.gov) UNT to Bull
Fork has an upstream drainage area of0.503 square miles from where it confluences with Bull
Fork Salt Creek within the investigated area. It appears that UNT to Bull Fork receives water
from the hills, residential properties, and agricultural field to the southwest.
Based on the NHD Flowlines map, UNT to Bull Fork is mapped as a classified stream flowline
that flows northeast toward BuU Fork Salt Creek within the investigated area. UNT to Bull Fork
flows into Bull Fork Salt Creek, which then connects to Salt Creeh approximately 4.2 river
miles east of the investigated area, then Salt Creek flows northeast approximately 6 river miles,
were it confluences with the Whitewater fuver. According to the lndiana Natural Resources
Commission, Whitewater River is listed as a navigable waterway in Franklin County.
Approximately 66 linear ft of UNT to Bull Fork is within the investigated area. The bankfull
width is approximately 12 ft. UNT to Bull Fork has rock and sand substrate and low sinuosity
outside of the investigated area (based on aerial imagery). No riffleirun complexes were
observed within the investigated area. The stream has moderate in-stream cover, moderately
eroded banks, and low bank cover. These features led to a determination that UNT to Bull Fork
is of poor quality. The stream has an OHWM width of 7 ft. The OHWM depth was 1.5 ft deep.
Due to the intermittent flow conditions of UNT to Bull Fork, the presence of an OIIWM, and
eventual connectivity to a navigable waterway, it is likely that it is jurisdictional under the
USACE and is therefore a water of the U.S.

)
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Waters Report
Franklin Counry Bridge #31, Des. 1703013

Table 2. Stream Sum Table

Soil Sample Points (SP)

Table 3. Sam le Point Summ Table

Sample Point I (SP l) was taken in the southwest quadrant ofthe bridge, west ofthe confluence
ofUNT to Bull Fork and Bull Fork Salt Creek. The point was taken near the top ofbank of Bull
Fork Salt Creek. SP I is dominated by tall fescue (Festuca arundinccea, FACU), box elder (Acer
negundo, FAC), black walrrrt (Juglans nigra, FACU), white mulberry (Morus alba, FAC), and
reed canary grass (Phalaris arundinacea, FACW) and meets the Dominance Test and Prevalence
lndex indicators for hydrophytic vegetation. Soils at SP I have a layer of 10YR 3/2 ( 100%) from
0-10 inches and lOYR 4/l (30%) and l0YP. 4/2 (55%) depleted matrix with redox concentrations
of5YR 5/8 (15%) in the matrix from l0-17 inches. Soil texture is silty clay loam from 0-17
inches. SP I does not meet any indicators ofhydric soils. SP 1 meets no indicators for wetland
hydrology. Hydric soils and wetland hydrology were not present; therefore, SP I is not within a
wetland. The presence of hydrophytic plants can be explained by the location within the
floodplain and along the top of bank ofthe stream. The lack of hydric soils and wetland
hydrology is likely due to the infrequency offlooding and quick draining soils.

Sample Point 2 (SP 2) was taken in the northeast quadrant ofthe bridge, near the top ofbank of
Bull Fork Salt Creek and within the floodptain. SP 2 is dominated by American sycamore
(Platanus occidentalis, FACW), honey locust (G/editsia triacanthos, FACU), deer tongue
(Dichanthelium clandestinum, FACW), Canada goldenro d (Solidago canadensrs, FACU), and
summer grape (l/itis aestivalis, FACU) and does not meet any indicators for hydrophytic
vegetation. Soils at SP 2 have a layer of 10YR 4i3 (100%) from 0-20 inches. Soil texture is sand.
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F6

Poor

53-56
No



Waters Report
Franklin County Bridge #31, Des. 1703013

SP 2 does not meet any indicators of hydric soils. SP 2 meets one primary indicator for wetland
hydrology, Drift Deposits. Hydrophytic vegetation and hydric soils were not present; therefore,
SP 2 is not within a wetland. The presence of nearby drift deposits can be explained by the
location within the floodplain and along the top of bank of the stream. The lack of hy&ic soils
and hydrophytic vegetation is likely due to the infrequency offlooding and quick draining soils.

Sample Point 3 (SP 3) was taken in the northwest qua&ant ofthe bridge, near the top ofbank of
Bull Fork Salt Creek and near the toe ofslope ofthe roadway/bridge slope within the floodplain.
SP 3 is dominated by box elder (lcer negundo, FAC), honey loctst (Gleditsia tt'iacanthos,
FACU), reed canary grass (Phalaris arundinacea,F ACW), and ground ivy (Glechoma
hederacea, FACU) and does not meet any indicators for hydrophltic vegetation. Soils at SP 3

have a layer of lOYR 3/3 (100%) from 0-15 inches and 10YR 4/4 (100%) from l5-20 inches.

Soil texture is loam from 0-15 inches and sandy loam from 15-20 inches. SP 3 does not meet any
indicators of hydric soils. SP 2 meets one primary indicator for wetland hydrology, Drift
Deposits, and one secondary indicator, Geomorphic Position. Hydrophytic vegetation and hydric
soils were not present; therefore, SP 3 is not within a wetland. The presence ofnearby drift
deposits can be explained by the location within the floodplain and along the top of bank ofthe
stream. The lack of hy&ic soils and hydrophytic vegetation is likely due to the infrequency of
flooding and quick draining soils.

Sample Point 4 (SP 4) was taken in the southeast quadrant ofthe bridge, near the top ofbank of
Bull Fork Salt Creek and near the toe ofslope ofthe roadway/bridge slope within the floodplain.
SP 4 is dominated by black walnut (Juglans nigra, FACU), honey lo cust (Gleditsia triacanthos,
FACU), Canada wil&ye (Elymus canadensis, F ACU), and ground ivy (Glechoma hederacea,
FACU) and does not meet any indicators for hydrophyic vegetation. Soils at SP 4 have a layer

of lOYR 4/4 (100%) from 0-4 inches and IOYR 3/3 (100%) fiom 4-16 inches. Soil texture is

sand from 0-4 inches and silty clay loam from 4-16 inches. SP 4 does not meet any indicators of
hydric soils. SP 4 meets one primary indicator for wetland hydrology, Drift Deposits, and one

secondary indicator, Geomorphic Position. Hy&ophytic vegetation and hydric soils were not
present; therefore, SP 4 is not within a wetland. The presence ofnearby drift deposits can be

explained by the location within the floodplain and near the top of bank ofthe stream. The lack
of hy&ic soils and hydrophyic vegetation is likely due to the infrequency offlooding and quick
draining soils.

Other Water Features
The project area was reviewed for the presence of other water features such as open water, areas

that do not have an OHWM but have concentrated flow, all roadside ditches, historic drainage,

and unusual circumstances. One vegetated swale was present along the west side ofN Hamburg
Rd, from the southem end ofthe investigated area to the first driveway at the end ofthe fenced

yard. This swale had no discemable bed and bank, no OHWM, no sigls of frequent flow, and

was vegetated with upland ptants, such as tall fescte (Festuca arundinacea,F ACU) and Fuller's
teasel (Dipsacus fullonum,F ACIJ).It is likely that this swale only carries stormwater for short
periods after or during healy rain events. No open water or other water features were identified
in the investigated area.

1

F7



Waters Report
Franklin County Bridge #31, Des. 1703013

Conclusions
The areas of the investigated area near the roadway and within the residential lawns were
dominated with upland vegetation and quick draining soils. The floodplain ofthe stream was
dominated by a mixture of upland and hy&ophyic vegetation but lacked hydric soils. Two
streams were identified during the site investigation, Bull Fork Salt Creek and LIIT to Bull Fork.
Due to the flow conditions of these streams, the presence of OHWMs, and eventual corurectivity
to a navigable waterway, it is likely that these streams are jurisdictional under the USACE and
are therefore waters of the U.S. No wetlands were identified within the investigated area.

Every effort should be taken to avoid and minimize impacts to these resources. If impacts are

necessary, then mitigation may be required. The USACE should be contacted immediately if
impacts occur. The final determination ofjurisdictional waters is ultimately made by the
appropriate regulatory staffof the USACE. This report is our best judgment based on the
guidelines set forth by the Corps.

Acknowledgement
This waters determination has been prepared based on the best available information, interpreted
in the light of the investigator's training, experience and professional judgement in conformance
with the 1987 Corps of Engineers Wetlands Delineation Manual, the appropriate regional
supplement, the USACE Jurisdictional Determination Form Instructional Guidebook, and other
appropriate agency guidelines.

Kevin Mclane
'-- r..-'>4,/,, ,// / 

-2/4,//L.1__
Ecologist
SJCA Inc.
Date: October 27, 2021

Supporting Documentation
. Project Location Map
o USGS Topographic Maps
o Floodplain Map
o NHD Flowlines Map
o NWI Map
. NRCS Hydric Soil Map
o Water Resources Maps
. Photograph Location and Orientation Maps
o Site Photographs
r Sample Point Data Sheets
o Preliminary JurisdictionalDetermination Form
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Project Location

Pro.lect Location Map ('l:8,000)
N Hamburg Rd over Bull Fork Salt Creek
Bridge Project
Des. No. 1703013
Franklin County, lndiana
Source: ESRI World Streetnap, NAIP 2018
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Topographic Map (1:15,000)
N Hamburg Rd over Bull Fork Salt Creek
Bridge Pro.lect
?es. No. 1703013
Jlarksburg Quadrangle, Franklin County, lndiana
Source: US Geological Survey, PLSS
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Floodplain Map ('1 :1,555)
N Hamburg Rd over Bull Fork Salt Creek
Bridge Proiect
9es. No. 1703013

ranklin County, lndiana
Source: FEMA, IDNR, & NAIP 2018 lmagery
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NHD Flowline Map ('l:'l,555)
N Hamburg Rd over Bull Fork Salt Creek
Bridge Project
Des. No. 1703013
Franklin County, lndiana
Source: NAIP 2018 lmagery USGS NHD
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NW Wetland Map (1:1,555)
N Hamburg Rd over Bull Fork Salt Creek
Bridge Pro.lect
Des. No. 1703013
Franklin County, lndiana
Source: USFWS & NAIP 2018 lmagery
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Hydnc Rating by Map Unit--+rarklin County, lndiana
(N HamhJ.g Rd over Bull Fork Satl Creek, Oes. '1703013)
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Hydric Rating by [,lap Unit-Franklin County, lndiana
(N Hamburg Rd over Bull Fork Salt Croek, Des. 1703013)

MAP INFORMATION

The soil surveys thal comprise your AOI were mapped at
1:'15,800.

Warning: Soil Map may not be valid at this scalo.

Enlargoment of maps beyond the scale of mapping can causo
misundorstanding of tho dotail of mapping and accuracy of soil
line placomenl. Tho maps do not show the small areas of
conhasting soils thal could havo been shown at a more dotailed
sc! e.

Please rely on th€ bar scals on each map sheet for map
measurem€nls.

Source of Map: NatuEl Resources ConseNation S€rvice
Web Soil SuNoy URL:
coordinate syslem: web Mercator (EPSG:3857)

Maps from thg Web Soil Survoy aro bas€d on the w€b M€rcator
projection, which pr6serv6s dir€ction and shaps but disto.ts
distance and area, A projectlon that preserves area, such as tho
Albers equal-area conic projection, thould be used it more
accurate calculatlons ofdistance or a@a are required.

This product is gonErated f.om the USDA-NRCS cerlified data as
of the version date(s) lislod b6low

Soil Survey Area: Franklin County, lndiana
SuNey Aroa Data: Vo6ion 2l, S6p 7, 2021

Soil map units aro labolod (as space allows) for map scal€s
'l:50,000 or larg€r

Date(s) aerial images were photographed: Ocr 17, 201Hct
20, 2019

The orthopholo or other bas€ map on which the soil lines wgro
compiled and digitiz6d probably diffgrs from the background
imagery displayod on those maps. As a rosult, som€ minor
shifting of map unit boundariss may be evidsnt.
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Hydnc Rating by Map Unit--+ranklin County, lndiana N Hamburg Rd over Bull Fork Salt
Creek, Des.'1703013

Hydric Rating by Map Unit

BoC2 Bonnell salt loam. 6 to 12
prcent slop€s,
eroded

0 0.0 0.0./"

0.8 27.4./"8pD3 Bonnellclay loam, 12 to
22 prcent slopes,
severely eroded

0

ckc3 Cincinnati silt loam, 6 to
12 percent slop€s,
severely ercded

0 0.4 11.9%

Wid loam, occasionally
flooded

0 1.8 60.7v.

3.0 100.o.hTotats ror Area or lnt€rest

Web Soil Survey
National Cooperatjve Soil Survey-- l{atul.l Resources

Consorvation Servic€
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Waters Map (1:1,501)
N Hamburg Rd over Bull Fork Saft Creek
Bridge Project
?es. No. 1703013

ranklin County, lndiana
Source: SJCA lnc Field Survey & NAIP 2018
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Photo Map 1 (1:1,501)
N Hamburg Rd over Bull Fork Salt Creek
Bridge Project
Des. No. 17030'13
Franklin County, lndiana
Source: SJCA Inc Field Survey & NAIP 2018
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ranklin County, lndiana
Source: SJCA lnc Field Survey & NAIP 2018
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Photo Map 2 (1:327)
N Hamburg Rd over Bull Fork Salt Creek
Bridge Project
)es. No. 1703013
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Franklin County Bridge f31, Des. 1703013 N Hamburg Rd over Bull Fork salt creek

Photo 3, Focing south olonPhoto 1. Fqcing north olong N Hanhurg Rd, towo rd the brid e ovet Bull Fork Solt Crcek

Photo 2, Fqcing northeost from N Homburg Rd, toword the lorcsted lloodploin in the

southeost quadronl ol the btidoe,

the eost side o

Photo 4. Focing notth olong the west side of N Hqmbury Rd, toword the bridge
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Site Photographs: 10/1/21
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Fra n klin ,.nty Bridge #31, Des. 1703013 N Hamburg Rd ovef, -,1 fork Salt creek
(

site Photograph( ,/7121.

Photo 5. Focing west ftom N Hombuq Rd towords UNf to EullFotkond olong rcsideotlol
Photo 7. Foc nottheost N Hombwg Rd, towordslorested oteo

Pho?o 8. Focing south olong the eost side of N Hombuq Rd, neor the end oI the Iencing
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Photo 6. Focing south olong the west side ol N Hofiburg Rd, ftom a tesidentiol dtivewdy.
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Franklin Countv Bridge #31, Des. 1703013

Photo 9. Fqcing notth olong the west side ol N Hombutg Rd ond electric Ience, frcftr
rcsidentiol drivewoy

Photo 70. Focing south lrom residentiol d vewoy olong the west side ol N Hombu.g Rd,

toword veqetoted druinooe swole.

Photo 77. Focing notth towo.ds corrugoted metol drdinoge pipe inlet (portiolly buried dnd
thot is bu ed undet thg ptivote dt

Photo 12. Focing south olongthe vegetoted dtoinoge swole olong the west side ol N
Hombury Rd. Appeo6 to be rccently mowed. Dominoted by upldnd grustes ond weeds

N Hamburg Rd over Bull Fork Salt Creek site Photographs: 10/1/21
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Franklin nty Bridge #31, Des. 1703013 N Hamburg Rd ove ,l Fork Salt Creek( ( Site Photograph( /L/21.

Photo 13. Fqcioq nofth olong the veqetoted droinoge swole on the west side of N Hombuq
Rd, frcm the south end of the investigoted oteo,

Photo 15. Focing north qlong the east side oI N Homburg Rd,lroh the south end ol the
investigdted dreoI

Photo 16. Focing notth olong the eost side of N Hombwg Rd
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Photo 14. Focing south along the wett slde ol N Homburg Rd, from the end ol the
investigdted oteo.

A

F24



Franklin County Bridge #31, Des. 1703013 N Hamburg Rd over Bull Fork Salt Creek Site Photographs: 10/1/21

Photo 17. Focing northwett toword N Hombu rcm the hilly lo.ested oteo
I

Photo 19. Focing northwest octoss UNT to Bull Fotk

Photo 20. Focing southwest olong UNT to Eull Fork, towotd the culvett outlet undet the
ptivote dtivewoy.
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Photo 18. Focing north f@mthe lown in the southwest quodQnt ol the bidge.
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rranttin ( nty Bridge #31, Des. 1703013 N Hamburg Rd ove( .l Fork Salt Creek

I II

crcek ond the b

Photo 22, Facing southeost Jrcm the penintulq between UNT to Bull Fork ond Sull Fotk Solt
Crcek, towdtds the south obutnent ol the btidge-

Photo 23. Focing northeost lrcm the peninsulo, towotds the bridge over BullFotkSolt Creek

Photo 24. View ol SP 1 (uplond), tokeo notth of UNf to Bull Fork olong the top ol bonk ol Bull
Fork Solt Creek.
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site Photoeraphf /r/zt
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Photo 21. Fdcing noftheost dlong UNT to Bull Fotk, towotds the confluence with EullFork Sdlt
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Franklin County Bridge f31, Des. 1703013

Photo 25. Focing southeost SP 1, ocrcss UNf to Bull Fotk (poth soon with rcd orrow) Photo 27. Focinq west lrom SP 3

Photo 26. Fo.inq horth frcm sP l,towotd BullFotk solt Creek

)

Photo 28. Focing notthwest dlong EullFotksolt crcek, fron the N Hombury Rd btidge
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N Hamburg Rd over Bull Fork Salt Creek Site Photographs: 10/1/21
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rranuin (- N Hamburg Rd oved" rl Fork Salt Creek Site Photographr- .t/L/2t./nty Bridge #31, Des. 17030L3

Photo 29. Focing notthwest frcm the over gull Fotk solt Creek

Photo 30. Foclng southwest frcm the bidge ovet BullFotkSolt Creek, towqds wherc UNT to
Bull Fo.k conlluences with Eull Fotk Solt Crcek (see rcd ofiow lot UNT flow).

Photo 31. Focing southeast olong Bull Fotk Solt Crcek,lrcm the N Homb

Photo 32. Focing northeostftom the btidge ovet Bull Fotk Solt Crcek
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N Hamburg Rd over Bull Fork Salt creek Site Photographs: 10/1/21

,

Photo 33. Focinq southeost lrcm ahe bridge ovet Bull Fotk Solt Crcek Photo 35. Focing nofth olong the eost side oI N Hombury Rd

)

Photo 36. Focing north olong the west side of N Homburg Rd
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Franklin County Bridge f31, Des. 1703013
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Photo 34, Focinq south olong N Hombuq Rd, towords the btidqe ovet Eull Fork Solt Creek.
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rranltin ( nty Bridge #31, Des. 1703013 N Hamburg Rd .r Fork Salt Creek Site Photograph

Photo 39. Focing notth from the grcveldtivewoy, towords N l-lo

Phata40. Focing south olong the eost side oJ N Homburg Rd,lrom the north end ofthe
investigoted oreo.

or"( { ,,,,,

Photo 37. Focing south towotds the veqetqtion and slope down to the lloodplain in the
notthedst quddtoht ol the bridge,Irom the residentiol lown.

Photo 38. Focing south from the grovel drivewoy, towotds the lowh
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Franklin County Bridge s3l, Des. 1703013

Photo 41. Facinq south dlong the west side of N Homburg Rd,lrom the notth end ol the
ihvestigoted oreo

Photo 42. Focing horth olonq the hill ond fencercw, west of N Hombury Rd

Photo 43, foc l south lhe west side ol N

Photo 44, Focinq south withln the fotested uplond, west of N Hamburg Rd

N Hamburg Rd over Bull Fork Salt Creek

)

Site Photographs: 10/U21
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F ra n klin ..nty Bridge #31, Des. 1703013 N Hamburg Rd ove{ ,r Fork salt creek Site Photograph( ./1./21

photo 47. Focing southeast towotds the bridge,lrcn the flaadploin on the notthefi bonks ol
BullFork Salt Crcek.

(

Photo 4s. Fqcing southeost towotds N Homburg Rd, frcm the lotested orco northwest olthe
bridqe.

Photo 46. Focing south lrom the cleoting in lhe trces, northwest ol the bridge, dominoted by
Conodd goldenrcd ond nultifloro rcse. Photo 48. Focing southeost towotds the N Hombwg Rd bridge ovet Bull Fotk Solt Crcek
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Franklin County Bridge fl31, Des. 1703013

Photo 49. Focing southeost olong Bull Fotk Solt creek, towords the bridgeE

N Hamburg Rd over Bull Fork Salt Creek Site Photographs: 10/1./21

,t'

Photo 51, Focin southwest tawords the N Homburg Rd bddge over Bull fotksolt creek

!

Photo 50. fdcing south towotds the piet on the north bonks ol Bull Fork Sdll Creek

)) ) ras

,r

.6Pr*F
I4..

\

..r,^it'
'1, ",+ E
r'

k-
, t, tr-r-*

\

\

P

,./

a

E

t
ttT
W\

j

t

/es
rI

&.

ISiI,F
".-"---,i"!

',,..-\

t

Photo 52. Focinq west olong Bull Fork solt creek, towotds the N Hombury Rd bridge.



rranrtin f, ..nty Bridge fl31, Des. 1703013

Phota 53. View sP2 toketl in the noftheost uodront

{N Hamburg Rd ove ,l Fork Salt Creek
(

s.Site Photograph /L/21

SP 2, towotds the N Homburg Rd

Photo 56. focing north from 5P 2
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Photo 55, Focing westlrom
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Photo 54, Fdcing south Jrom SP 2, towotds Bull Fork Solt Creek,
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Franklin County Bridge #31, Des. 1703013

Photo 57, View o sP3 ul) , toketl in the notthwest uodnnt the btid e

I

Photo 59, Focing north froni SP 3, with wingwoll ol bridge visible to the edst

Site Photographs: 10/L/21

Pier

Photo 58. Focing southeost frcm SP 3, towqds the bridge ohd Bull Fork Solt Oeek

) rss

N Hamburg Rd over Bull Fork Salt Creek
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Photo 60. Fdcing southwest lrcm SP 3, towords Bull Fork Solt Crcek.
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rranltin ( ,rty Bridge #31, Des, L703013

Photo 61. Focin northwest towotds N Ho ovet Eull Fotk Salt Creek,

N Hamburg Rd ove{ ,r Fork Salt Creek Site Photograph
(

s. /u2L

Photo 63. Focin notth m SP 4, towotds Bull Fotk Solt Creek

Photo 62. View oJ SP 4 (uplond), token in the southeost quodmntofthe bidge Photo 64. Facing south frcn SP 4, within the forctted lloodploin
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Franklin County Bridge s31, Des. 1703013

Photo 65. !ve5t m SP 4, towords N Homb

Photo 66, Focing south within lorcsted floodploin, edst ol N Honbutg Rd

N Hamburg Rd over Bull Fork Salt Creek Site Photographs: 10/1/21
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WEILANO DETERTIII{ATION DAIA FORM - iridwest R€gion

Projecusite Cily,Coontyr Franklin County Sampltg Dde 1010112021

L5ndrorm (h#sbre. terace etc ) Top of bank Local relief (concave. convex. no.rel None

Slope (%). 0-2% 61 39.398683' Lon9 -85.268697' Dabm wGS 84

Soil Map Unrt Name Wn - Wirt loam, occasionally flooded NW classifietion: N/A

Are climat,c I hydrologE co.rdlons on the sile typic€l for thb lime ot yead Yes NO {lt no. explain in Remarks.)

Soil , or Hydology signficar{y disturbed? Are '}io.mal CiErimsances' present? Yes NOA.e Vegelatbn

A16 V6g€{atbn So, or Hyaobgy l---l natu ally problsmatc? (lt needed. erdain any an6$6rs n R6rrErls.)

SUMMARY OF FINDINGS - Atfach site map showing sampling point locations, tsans€cts, important featutes, etc.

IHydrophylic Veg€talioo Plesenl?

Hydnc Sdl Presenl?

Wefi.nd Hydrology Pres€nt?

No

No

No

:s thc Srl,ldsd At .
within a Wofland?

Pointwas taken in the southwest quadrant ofthe bridge, but west of the confluence of UNTto Bull Fork and Bull Fork Salt Creek.

VEGETATION - Use scientiic names of plants,

aa

I[egl$ga!u! (Plor sre: 30 feet
)

AbsolL e Dominad lndbabr
% Cover Soacbs? Slat 3
'10 Y FAC1

2

3

Acet negundo

10
= Total Co\rer

Y FACU
qq!t!g:i@qtgEa!& (Pt.t eze 15 feet )

,|

2.

3.

1

Juglans nigrc 2

Morus alba 2 Y FAC

4 = ToIal Covet

Y FACW
Harb starum (Plor size: 

-1E91- 
)

1.

3.

a.

Phalaris atundinacea

Fa"lra" "*rdlr"*" 30Y FACU

Calystegia sepium 5 FAC

P a d h e n oci ss u s q u i n q u efo I i a

Helioosis hel i ahthoides

6

7

E

I
,l0

30 feet
105 

= Totat Cove.
ly@yl4lgllgallo (Plot size )

1

2

Dorrlnarca Tesl wg{tslEqt:
Nurnber cf Dominad Species
TharAre OBL FACW. or FAC 3 r,
Total Number ot Domhanl
Species Across All Slrata: 5 (B)

Percent of DomiMnt Specbs
That Are OBL. FACW, or FAC: 6o pi
PreYateilce lndex rc.l(3ltaot:

Total % Corer ol: t.4,,

OBL sp€cjeE x1= 0

FACW sp€cies ,Z= -L
FAC species 17 r3= 51

FACU species 42 x4= 168

UP! species

Cdrirnn Iotals:

xs--i-
1n1 339 (B1119

P.ev.lonca lad.x =g/a= 28

tty&opliydc Vggedon lndlcator!:

E I - Refrd fest as Hydrorhy'ic vegEtalioi

El 2 - oom'n n€e Test b,5o%

@ : - r.erat"nce mae* is *.0'
E 4 - lro.phdogi.i Ada3alirtls' (Ftoude supporliE

dala tn Rentar:3 oa on a s€paaate sheet)

E aouer*rt xylropr,ltr v{statihr (Epran)

'lrdi'a{ors of hydnc sdl and wrdard hyd.dogy rust
be present unless disturb€d or prot*enratic.

Rgmarksi (tnalu& photo nuhbers hefe or on a sepaiato sheel)

Mdwesi Regioo - Ve.siofl 2.3

F38

N Hamburg Rd over Bull Fork, Des. 1703013

Appfi.atlt,/orrle : Usl sbE: ]I- sanphg t dtlt sP 1

tnlostigab.G): Kevin Mcl-ane, Jeegar Panchal S.dtoll, foeiEhb, R6nge Sec 14, TWP 11 N, RNG 11 E
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sorL Sampliog Poirt 1

Profile Oescription: {Oescribe to tir depth ,Esded to dgcument tie indicato! or aoall.m the absence ol indacato6.)

Color (mGsll

10-17

%
100

30 5 YR 5/8

?Locatbn: PL=Ftre'T

15 C M SiCL

RM=Reduced lvalrLx Ms=Masl(ed Sand Grdas.

Recbx Featu.es
Rema.ksCdq (.noistl

10 YR 3/2

t0 YR 4/1

10YR 4t2

% Tvoe' Loct Texture

_ sicL

Depth
(inches)

0-10

EE
E
E
.
E
E
E
E

Hislc EfSrG(Bl (A2)

BLack Hilib (43)
Ittdrogefl Sd&e (Aa)

Slraffied Layers (A5)

2 crn [,q&k (Al 0)

Depleled Bd* tle* Su.f.ce (Ai 1 )

Ihict oark Su.tace (A12)

Sanq Mud(y tlin€ral (Sl )
5 c NRrc&y Peal or P€at (S3)

E
Ei
tr
tr
tr
tr
tr
tr
E

Sardy Gteyed Uai.n (S.a)

Srdy Redox (S5)

Stirpcd iriafix (56)
Loamy Mucky Mhe.al (Fl )

Loamy Gleyed Manx (F2)

Dcpbbd Mal 
'x 

(F3)

Redox Dark Surface (FG)

Depleied Oa* Surf-8 (F7)

R&r Detresb.s (F8)

E
E

lndicators of hydrophyta yegetsrton ar|d

wetland hyd.ology must be p{esenl.

ufll€6s didurbed or probl,enBlic

Hydric Soil lndicalor3:

EI Hisosol (Al )

tndictto{g fo. ProHom.lic Hyd.i! Soitrt:

E Ccast Praarie Redox (A16)

E! Very Shallow Dart S&face (TFt2)

E Oher(Explarn n Remart(s)

Dat Surtace {S7)
lron-Manganese Mas.ses (F12)

R6tiictiYe Layer (if observed):

oepth (inches)

Type:
Hyd.ic Soil Present? Yes No

Remerks:

HYOROLOGY

WedaDd Hyd.ology lndicators:

Primdv lrdicaloas (ninrmum of one is .e6uar€d: dEd( all dlat aoolv) S€co{daav lndicators (rnhilrllm of l$/o reouared}

E! Sudace So1l Cracks (86)

-E 
Ssrdce water (A1)

! n6n w"e. ruoe lezy

E S"t rai- (a:)

tr
E
tr
E
E
E
tr
tr
_l
tr

Water-Stain€d Loaves {Bg)

Aquatic Fauna (81 3)

True Aqualic Plahls (gt4)
Hydrogen Sumde Odor (Cl )

Oxrdized RhizGphees on Living Roo{s lC3)
Presence oa Red'rced tq| (O{i
Rec€nt lroi Re&dior |n liEed Sods (C6)

Than Mud( Surlace (C7)

Gauge or We[ Dsta {O9}

other (Elplah in Rema,ls)

tr
E
E
E
tr
D
E

Dra&qe Pate.is (Bl 0)

&y€earon Water IaHe (C2)

Crayf€fi Bo.rows (C8)

Salurrtist Visible on Aenal lnr.gery (Cg)

Stunted or Stressed Plants (01)

C*omorphic P6ition (O2)

FAc-Ne'rtral Tesl (OS)

tr
tr-

Wat6r Ma.ks (Bi )

S€dimeit DepGns (82)

-E 
Drift Deposrts (83)

Etr
tr

Algal Mat or Crust {84)
lron Deposits (BS)

lnundalion Visit e on Aerial lmagery (87)

E! Spars€ly Vegelaled Concave Surfece lBB)

Fbld Oiq.rYatdls:
Surfe Wder Presont,

Waler TaUe Presenp

Saturelbn Present?
(includ€6 ca!#ary frrrtqe)

ves! m
vesE xo
vesE uc

Dedh (in tes)r _
Depth (in hes):

tepth (indtes,: _ !Ye{.nd Hydrology Present? Ygs No

D€s.ribe Recorded Data ( ream gauge. rnoriitoring well. aeial palotos. previlJs in6pectbns). if available:

Remaafis

US Army Corps of €agneers Midwest Regron Verion 2.0

F39



WETLAND DETERMlllATlOl,l DATA FORM - Midwesl Region

Pojecusite N Hamburg Rd over Bull Fork, Des. 1703013 City/Cou.ty: Sampling DaL 10t01t2021

App{icanrowncr USI staE: ]I- sdnghg po61 SP 2

lnvestllalo.(s): Kevin Mclane, Jeegar Panchal S€ction. f oxr.ship. Rangei Sec 14, TWP'11 N, RNG 1'l E

Landlonn (h,llslope terace etc ) Top of bank Local relief (carEave, cdwex, ndle): None

Slope (7o). 0-2"/" s1 39.398743' Long -85.268383' oalum wGS 84

Soil Map Unit Nam€: Wn - Wirt loam, occasionally flooded ;qV!| d*sifcal;6^, N/A

Are clmatic I hydrologE condlions on the sib typical br tt$ lime o, yeat? Yes No (lf no. explain in Rem-ks )

signifrcanuy disturbed? Are 'Normal Circlmstances' present? Yes NoAre Vegetatixr

A.e Vege€ttun

sdl

&)il

o, ffydrobsy

o.l-hdrobgy naturally problematic? {lt n€€ded. explain any answ6rs n Rernarks.)

SUMMARY OF FI OINGS - AtEh slto map showing sampling point locations, Eansects, important features, etc.

Hydrophytic Veq€ratior Preg€n{
Hldnc So Pres€ot?

Weilaod Hydrology Present?

No

No

No I
l! lhe Sampled Arge

within a Welland?

R€marks:

Point was taken in th€ nortireast quadrant of the bridge, along the floodplain

VEGETATIOI{ - Use scientific nam€s o, plants.

lree SlratulYl {Pbt saze: 30 feet
Abcoll.ae Oorninart lndicalot
% Cover Sreas? Statrg
35 Y FACUL

2.

3

Gloditsia hecanthos

Platanus occidentalis 30

Acer negundo 10 FAC

Juglans nigrc 5 FACU

80 = Total Cover
Saoliadshtub Slfatum (Plot size

1

2.

3.

4

5 feet
0 = Tobl Cover

25 Y FAcu
Herb Stratum (Prot si2e )

1.

2.

3

4.

6

7.

8.

s.

Solidaoo canadensis

Dich ahthel ium clandestinum 20Y FACW

Ageratina altissima 15 FACU

Rosa fiultillota '10 FACU

Glechorna hederacea 10 FACU

10

ll&gdJllhlgI3jg!! (Ptot sjze 30 feet
80 

= Tclal cover

5 Y FACU,|

2

Vitis aestivats

5 = Tolal Co\r€tr

DolBlnanca Teal rorlslEat
Nlmber ot Oominanl Sp€ci€s
That tue OBL, FACW. or FAC 2 r^t

Tffit Number ot Ootninaat
Species Across All Stratai (B)

Percenl of Dominanl Species
That Are OBL. FACW. or FAC: 40 (AJB)

Prevalonce lndex worlGheet

Total % Cover of:

Ogl speci€s

FACW species

FAc sgecies '10

FACU species '105

UPL species

xl=-!-
.z=_i9_
x3= 30

xl. 420

x5- o

Cdu.nr:otats: 165 (A) sso (s)

3.3Prevale.ce lrdex = &A =

Hy&ophyrk veg€aadon h.xcato6:

E 1 - Ftapid Test b Hydrclhylb Vegetalio.r

E 2 - oommance Tesl is 
'50.16

E 3 - Prevalence lndex is 3.O'

! I - u"rpfrofogica adaaions' iprovlb sr.4po*irB
dala in Remari6 or on a s€tar&e *'€el)

E proUenretr xyOroCnytE veg€aatfil (E&hn)

'tndir:aOrs of hydric scil arld ereta8d htdrolcgy ,rust
be present unbss distuded o{ probbrn*ic

Hyd.ophytic
Vegetation
Pr"sent?

Remarksi (lndlde photo numbers here or oi a s6pdale sh€el-)

US Anny Corp3 o{ Engineers Midwesl Regbn - Vereon 2 0
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Samp{i.g Pont

Profile Descriptiqn: (O€srrib€ to the depth needed to document the indcaaor or coafnn the abs€nce of indicators.)

!Ty9e: C=Concentraliql, O=Deplelion. RM=Reduced Mat rx. Ms=Masked Sand Gtdas. ?Locatbn: PL=Po{e Linirlg, t =Matrix.

Color {rnoistl Color (moist)

10 YR 4/3 100

Redox FeaturesDepth
(inches)

o-20
% ,@ G- T*ture

Sand

E
E
E
E
E
E
E
E
E

Hisliq Eripedon (A2)

Black Hi$k (A3)

Hydrogeh Sutfide (Aa)

Slratlted Layers (A5)

2 .'n [frd( (A1 0)

Oepleted Belo!, Da* &r.tace (Al1)
Thick Oak Suriace (A12)

S6ndy Mucky Min rat (sl)
5 c.n tAi.*y Pe3t o. Pest (S3)

E sandy Gleyed lratrit (S4)

E! s.ndy Redox (S5)

E! srrippea uari. (ss)

E! Loany Mucky Mheral (Fl i
EI Lc.my Grryed iiamx (F2)

I ocptua Uau*1r:)
El Re&x Oark S'.rrrace (F6)

E! Oeperea Oat* Srrt*. (rz)

E Redox Depressions (FB)

lndic.to.! for Probldn{ic ttdr* Soi}.!:

fl Co*t etzri;e eeAo, 1etOl
E Dart Surface (S7)

f! ron-Manganese Ma$es iF12)
E! Very shallox Dark $rface fIFl2)
E Oll1.r (Explam in Rerrar*s)

1nd,ca1o6 of hydrwhytc vegetaton .rd
wel,and hy(kolrgy must be present.

unless dastult€d or probleriralic

Hydric Soil lndicator!:

E H;stosol (Al )

Hydri. Soal Present? Yes No

R$trictiv€ Layo. (it observed):

De*n (incnes):

Type:

Remarks

HYDROLOGY
Wetland Hydrology hdicetors:
Primarv lrdlcalors (minrmum ofone rs reoured Secondas Iidicators {minamum ot t\,o reouired)

El Surface Soil C€cf6 (86)

E or*lage Parems (B1o)

E ory-season water Tablc (c2)

EI crsynsh Bunows (cs)

f! Satrator visde on Aenal lrnagery (cs)

E $Lr.red or Stressed Planls (o1)

E! a"o.o.pnr r*nior (oz)

E FAc-NeutalT€r (O5)

n
tr
tr
tr
tr-
E
E
tr
tr
E

gJthce Water lA1 )

HEh WbEr TaUe (A2)

S.turalion (43)

Wat€r Merls (Bl )

S€dirn€nl Oepos s (82)

Orn Oerorits (83)

Agal Ma or Crust (84)

lron Oecns €5)
lnundalion \/rEble sr,q6'trl lrn4ery (87)

Spersely Vrgefabd Co.cave $sfrc. 188)

Etr
tr
E
E
E
tr
tr
_tr
_tl

Water-S-tain€d Leaves (39)

Aqu3tt FaurE (313)

True Aqudrc arnts (Bt4)

Hydrog€i SrJfde Odor (Cl)
Oxiliz€d tthizlspheres on LNing Rots (C3)

Preseffr ot Reduc€d lron (G1)

Recent ltDr Redudion ir li[ed Sods {C;6)

Thin M!.rci Surlace (CZ)

Gauge or Well Data (D9)

Other (ExPah in Remart3)

Fiold Ot6en.a6sls:
Surface Water Prese ,
Waler Table Present?

Satuaalirn Present?
(inclldes capiiary trinqe)

es

EEE
No

No

ItJo

Depth (indes)r _
Deplh (inches):

Dep& (indes)r 

-

Describe Recorded Oatr (slleam gauge rionrtorlng well, aenal photos previous lnspeclions). f available:

Remarks:

US Army Corps o, Ensrneers Midwest Regon Verson 2.0
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WETLAND DETERMINATION DATA FORM - Midwest Region

Projecl.lsite N Hamburg Rd over Bull Fork, Des. 1703013 City/Co|rnty: Franklin County Sempling Da€ 10t01t2021

Applican Ov,ne. State: lN Sampk€ Poid. sP 3

lnvaslrg€to.(s): Kevin Mclane, Jeegar Panchal Sedjon, Township. Raige Sec 14, TWP 11 N, RNG 11 E

t ndtonn (niEslop bra.e elc ) Top of bank Local aelef (coaEave, conver, nd!e) None

Srrpe (%) o-2% Lat 39-398E07" Long 45.268612" Dabm wGS 84

Soil Map t nit Nan€: Wn - Wirt loam, occasionally flooded NWl classifietion: N/A

Are almalb / hydtologic coadtions o.l the slb typacal for thrs lime o{ year? Yes No tlf no, exdrin in RenErks.)

signficar{y disturbed? Ate 'NoftBl Circumslancet preseot? Yes NoA.c Vegektbn

A16 Vag€A3drfl

Soil

Soil

o. Hyd.obgy

ot lvd.obgy l---l n ,rr"p, 
"o0t"rn",,c? 

(lfn€eded. exd.ar a.y.n6{r6.a R€riar?,E.)

SUMMARY OF FlNOlt{GS - Attgrh sito map showing sampling point locations, trans€cts, important features, etc.

VEGETATION - Use scientific nam€s of plants.

:id.opMic Vegetafi'oo Plesent?

$!rc Soil Presed?

W€tt nd Hydrohgy h€.ent2

No

No

No I
R€mirks:

Pointwas taken in the northwest quadrant of the brjdge

ia

Iegl9!@!sl! (Plot size: 30 feet
Absolute Dorninait lndcalo.
% Cover So€oi6? Stttus
20 Y reCuL

2.

4.

Gleditsia tiacanthos

Acer negundo '15 FAC

Saolino/shrub stlaum ielot srze: 15feet , -9!- = Tolal cover

2.

3.

4

0 = Tolal Cover

Y FACW
lleIb Sbatum (Plol size: 5 feet

Pheleris enhdinecPa

Glcchoma h*dencce

Sdidaao canadensis

50
1

2

3

4

5

6

7

6

I

40Y FACU

15 FACU

Vemonia gigantea 10 FAC

Dichan theli uh cl a ndeslin u m 10 FACW

Aocntina aftissima

Perstcene lon.liseta

Rudbeckia laciniata

5 FACU

5 NI

2 FACW

10

wedv Yne Stratuh {Plo* sizo: 
-I3g- )

137 
= ToLlcovet

0 = Tolalcover

Ooliinance Ted roatslEet:
Nirmber d Doninar{ Species
That Are OBL. FACW. or FAC Z

Tffil Numbea ol Dommanl
Sp€cjes Across All Strata

L' (B)

Peraeit o{ Domimnt Species
That Are OEL FACW or FAC: 5o ,r'
Prevaleatce lndex wql(sH:

Total % Cover ot
OBL 8p€cirE

FACW sfccie.
xt= 0

^ 124

FAC srec.es 13= 75

FACU species x4= 320

UP! spec;es
g6lrirm lota;s 167

x5= 0

14y 519 1sy

Prevalence lr*r =BA= 31

ttf&opMc Vcgstadon l1r(ic.to6:

E 1 - Raftd fest fd Hydrodrrk VegEt lixl
E 2 - oomanan.a te.t is '50%
! : - lt"ocno" r,a.* * s-o'
E a - uo.drolo$ca eaaaw.s' {F,rovi& supforling

data rn Remdls oa on a separate sheet)

E protgrmt" xft oorrfr veg€tatirr (Exptan)

ilndicators of hydric scil and $/etlaftd hldrclogy nr,st
b€ preseot unbss diEbrbed or prouemrtic

Rernarks: (lnclude pholo numbers herc or on a separate sheet. )

US AIIny Co.ps oi €ngineers Midwest Regbn - Version 2 0
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SOIL 3Sampling Point

Profile Desc.iptjon: (Describo to t}g @pth needd to document the indicator or confirm tie absence of irdicato6.,

'Type: C=Coftcentralidr, D=Oeplelion, RM=Reduced Matnx. Ms=Masked Sand Grains.

Sandy Loam

'Localionr PL=Pore Lj,ring, M=Matrix.

Color {moisl) Remarks
Ee@r Ee?tlrresCdslrtoiso %

10 YR 3/3 100

10YR 4t4 100

Oepth
(inches)

G't5

15-20

L rv!e' F Textue
Loam

E
E
-
-E
-
E
E
E
E

Htsiosol (Al )

His[c Epiredon (42)

Elac* Hidi: (A3)

Hydrogen Sulfide (A,1)

Skat'fied Lay€rs (45)

2 c'n Muck (At0)
Oepleted Belo.r tH( Slrface (Al1)
Thd( Dari Sur& (A12)

Send, Mucky Minord (S, )

5 crn iArdry Perl o. Per6l (S3)

Q S"nty Ory.a u"rri, 1S+1

E Ssndy Redox iss)
E saipp"a u.t i. {so)
E! Ioemy Mucky Uineral (F1 )

E! Loamy GEyed ,ranx tF2)
E ocpteta uatn, (ro)
E Redox Da* Sr.i.face (F5)

E! oeptetet oa* srrrac. (rz)

E Redox Oepresions {FB)

lndica:o.! fo. Prot ematic ilydric Soilst

E Cor"t ft"ia. R.ao, (et6)

E Oart Su.face (S7)

! lron-Manganese Masses {F12)

E! very Sh. o* Da* surtace (rFt2)
E cxber {Exptarn m Remarks)

Hydric Soil lndic2lors

rlndicators of hyd.ophyL vegetation ard
wetlarld hydrology must ba p.csent,

unless distlrbed s foSerclic
RestrictiY€ !aye. (if ob3eryadl:

Deph (inches):

Type:
liydrk Sa*l Pr€s6nl? Yes llo

HYDROLOGY

f] sl*hc6 water {A1)

f! xqp w.e, t"u" 1rz1

E! sut ration Ae)
El wat* u"*" (et)
f! S.ai-..'r O"po=a" 1eZ1

E orn oepo,it (gs)

tl
tr
tr
E! Hydrogsr srfiire oor (c1)
E OxUized Rf*zoepfreEs o.r Livhg R@lE lC3)

E! Pr"s.n* * a"o,."a r* (Cll

Wder-StdrEd L€ves (89)

AquatE Fauna (813)

True Aquatic Planls (Bl,l)

Wetland Hydrology lndicalors:

Primary ltldicrtors (minrmum of ooe ls requrrgd check all tha a99ly) Secodaw hdcalors {mhimum ol h./o reouiradl

E Su.tace sorl cracts (86)

E! Drahage Pattems (810)

E Dry-sesson Wabr faHe (C2)

E! Crayfsh Burmws (c8)

f! Sauraton vsue on Aenal ln|agEry (Cs)

E Stunted or Stressed Plants (Dl )

Q Creomo.pnn eoseier 1OZ1

E! rec-x",-,t 
"t 

tot (o5)
E
tr
D

Abd Mal or Crusr (84) E Recenl lrql Re.tu rion in-IiBed Soils (C5)

l.on O€ros,rts (BS) E THn Mud( Surlece (C7)

lnundslEn Vbt e on A6nal lmagery (87) 
-E 

Gauge or We{ Oata (Dg)

! Sp..".ty v"g"t"t"d Concave Su.tscs (88) 
-E 

ottEr (Explaan in Remarks)

Fbld O!$rY.lio.rsi
Surface Watea P.esent?

Woler T6ble Presenl?

Sdllralron Preseil?
(include6 caDillarv ftimo)

Dedh (indEs): 

-

Deplh (in tes): 

-

Depth (andles): _

ves! rto

ves! m
ves! m WaIend Hydrology Present? Y6 No

Describe Reco.ded Oata (srream ga€e. monitoring rvell, aerial photos. previous inspectbns). if availablel

Remarks

US Army C,o.F of Engrnee.s Midwest Regron Versron 2.0
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Prorsdl[s:

IUETLAXD DETEM{ATIOII DATA Fffi. - tftIrd, R€gion

N Hamburg Rd over Bull Fork, Des. 1703013

AFpfc-Ii,D'rrEr USI d*: lN Srn6g er*t sP4

WGS 84

l.r*q!I Kevin McLane, Jeegar Panchal

LsdElltn Sebge Hro, €ae} Top of bank

Sldon, To!ad{p, RcE : Sec 14, TWP 11 N, RNG l'l E

Ld rdld (cro6s, cqi s, rEEl None

$ope (!g) G2% L- 39.398572' L!l$ -85.268402" Hrfi:
S€f Uap thl l\&!lc Wn - Wirt loam, occasionally flooded Hdshcaton:-lL-

dgricat!ry d*rbd, Are 'ibnnl ciErnra od FE €ltfl Yr3 Nq

A'r cfn* I h&*.'} condtun dr lhc Jt tF&I6rfi.3lr o, Ffl Y€c No (llrE..'08! h R!nrrt*.)

freVE#r
Ar!V.gdbr

E-
E-

o.ll]6p.osr

or try&&gu

S.il

SoC E ,*-* rcua*r fi mdd, asi.ar rty arxq! ht RsrEE )

8lI(XlRl Of Ffilxllgs - Ati.$ sb mlp droiylB! Gsnpiln! poffi locdoiir, trtr3..tD, lrnporEnt Ldrrtq dc.

FhffiElhgdnh Plt f,lfa
tffisdRlEif,
$Ialhrd llldrl.oSr Pl €r(r

Yat
Yaa

Y6

t5
t{o
1lot)al

lrrrSddftx
itlgr.lKrd? l{o

ffi
Point was laken in the southeast quadrant of the bridge.

VEGEIATEII - tlse sd6dinc naEE of &6.
IEa&lrU (Plot dE 30 feet )

A!d.5 ffi. hd(lE
* CsE S.qir, $rfl.
45 Y FACU1.

z
g.

a.

5.

Juglans nigta

Gleditsia lriacanthos 40 FACU

Acer negundo 5 FAC

5 FAC

G4llrlglstrrb srdri (Fld !Ee' 1 5 feet )
t.

3.

1.

5.

5 feet ILL=r*co'
ts.!!aEo {ft.h
1- Elymus canadensis

) 50Y FACU

2. Glechoma hedemcea 25Y FACU

g- Amphicaryaea bracteata 20 FAC

4 Solidago canadensis 15 FACU

5.

o.

1.

&
e.

10 FACU

Synphyotrichum drum mondii 5 NI

Acer nogundo 2 FAC

10.

30 feet
127 =ToElCq!.&E ys,,l&llE {ptor.h.: )

t.
z TT = lobl Colrlr

DqrlnmcaT*relrlI.t
l*re of Dodllflf sD.Ae
Thd Ars OlL, FrSlY, or FAq 0 (4

Tdd lkllbrd DdriEI
8Dtd*ASQIE** 4 (B)

PgEErldM**
Il.iAl!Ofl-FACI,(': G 0 (Aa)

M.re}rhEtdr*
foalt t coEd ttultsl, b!,:

a.€. ,1= llj
FAcrId.. 32 r3= s
FEJ rred* .-]L x+=
lPl-.Fcir.r _ x5.
colmnTo*: x7 ef

740

836 (B)

0

ltd!'rflachale hdE Es
El t - rsr*t * ttr*oplrrcvaggcr
E 2 - rbt*r.ms ToBl b >sctt

E 3- Frqdsr lr* 53,0'
E r-*rd**l Ad*art Fcid& eDeqr.tg

d* h RmEaon r!.?E6ilErO
El rurc ny*ogry*\ag!,ironr H.rt)

1n ffi..of f0fiold3nrffi Wolymd
be Frocrt ul8.c drfrEd q Fotl€rdc,

lff!ffic
\htert
P!! rf? Y6

R!!rdaa: (Itdlsli pha.o rI,nba.i ht! oron r lapE*a altaat)

lrs turyCqDtd EnqFtElE }lkk t RroEr-Vqdon 2.0
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ctrrc(lxe E!i! rgyltv- sslI[ro o*r-]ry-

Y-n

Quercus macrocatpa

95 =TohlCorler

Ageratina altissima

tgcorc.hd!. ra/Ar 38

.E- *-E[
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Appendix 2 - PRELIMINARY JURISDICTIONAL DETERMINATION (PJD) FORM

BACKGROUND INFORIIATION

A. REPoRT coMPLErloN DArE FoR PJot 10127121

B. NAME AND ADDRESS OF PERSON REQUESTING PJD

C. DISTRICT OFFICE, FILE NAME, AND NUMBER:

. Kevin Mclane SJCA, |nc.,9102 N Meridian St., #200
' lndianapolis. lN 46260, kmclane@sjcainc.com

D. PROJECT LOCATTON(S) AND BACKGROUND TNFORMATTON:

The Franklin County Board of Commissioners, with federal funding, intends to proceed with a bridge project
(Des. '1703013) in Franklin County, lndiana. The project is located on N Hamburg Rd, 2.9 miles south of Stipps
Hill Rd. This section of N Hamburg Rd consists of two 9.7$foot lanes with no shoulders and is classified as a
Rural Major Collector. The existing struclure, (NBl: 24000'17) which canies N Hamburg Rd over Bull Fork Salt
Creek, is a three-span concrete box beam bridge with a 1oo-foot length and 1g.s-foot width- The proposed
project will replace the existing structure with a three-span prestressed concrete l-beam bridge on new
concrete piers and abutrnents. The new bridge will be approximately 170.75 feet in length,28 feet in width,
and will provide two 1o-foot lanes with 4-foot shoulders. This project will require riprap on end bent sloping
walls and in the roadside drainage ditches. The approach roadway on each side ofthe structure will be
widened to accommodate two 1o-foot lanes with 4-foot shoulders and corrected to meet cunent design
criteria. Full{epth pavement and new guardrail will be installed.

(USE THE TABLE BELOW TO DOCUME}TT MULTIPLE AQUATIC RESOURCES AND/OR
AQUATIC RESOURCES AT DIFFERENT SITES)

State: lN County/parish/borougn: ffgnklin City: N/A
Center coordinates of site (laulong in degree decimal format):

t-at.: Jg.Jggggg' t-ons.: -85.268532"
Universal Transverse Mercator: ,l $ \l
Nameof nearestwaterbody: BUll FOfk Salt Cfeek

E. REVTEW PERFORMED FOR S|TE EVALUATTON (CHECK ALL THAT AppLy):

E Omce (Desk) Determination. Date:

E fieb Determination. Date(s):
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Site
numbsr

Latitude
(decimal
degrees)

Longitude
(decimal
degrees)

Estimated amount
of aquatic resource
in review area
(acreage and linear
feet, if applicabl€)

Type of aquatic
resource (i.e., wetland
vs. non-wetland
waters)

Geographic authority
to which the aquatic
resource "may be"
sub,ect (i.e., Section
404 or Section 10/404)

Bull Fork
Salt Creek 39.398689' -85.268532" 177 linear ft non-wetland waters,

perennial stream Section 404
UNT lo Bul
Fo Salt

O€ek
39.398633' -85.268712" 66 linear ft Section 404

TABLE OF AQUATIC RESOURCES IN REVIEW AREA WHICH .MAY BE" SUBJECT TO REGULATORY
JURISDICTION.

F47
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1 ) The Corps of Engineers believes that there may be iurisdictional aquatic resources in
the review area, and the requestor of this PJD is hereby advised of his or her option
to request and obtain an approved JD (AJD) for that review area based on an
informed decision after having discussed the various types of JDs and their
characteristics and circumstances when they may be appropriate-

2) ln any circumstance where a permit applicant obtains an individual permit, or a
Nationwide General Permit (NWP) or other general permit verification requiring "pre-
construction notification" (PCN), or requests verification for a non+eporting NWP or
other general permit, and the permit applicant has not requested an AJD for the
activity, the permit applicant is hereby made aware that: (1) the permit applicant has
elected to seek a permit authorization based on a PJD, which does not make an
official determination of jurisdictional aquatic resources; (2) the applicant has the
option to request an AJD before accepting the terms and conditions of the permit
authorization, and that basing a permit authorization on an AJD could possibly result
in less compensatory mitigation being required or different special conditions; (3) the
applicant has the right to request an individual permit rather than accepting the terms
and conditions of the NWP or other general permit authorization; (4) the applicant can
accept a permit authorization and thereby agree to comply with all the terms and
conditions of that permit, including whatever mitigation requirements the Corps has
determined to be necessary; (5) undertaking any activity in reliance upon the subject
permit authorization without requesting an AJD constitutes the applicant's acceptance
of the use of the PJD; (6) accepting a permit authorization (e.9., signing a proffered
individual permit) or undertaking any activity in reliance on any form of Corps permit
authorization based on a PJD constitutes agreement that all aquatic resources in the
review area affected in any way by that activity will be treated as jurisdictional, and
waives any challenge to such jurisdiction in any administrative or judicial compliance
or enforcement action, or in any administrative appeal or in any Federal court; and (7)
whether the applicant elects to use either an AJD or a PJD, the JD will be processed
as soon as practicable. Further, an AJD, a proffered individual permit (and all terms
and conditions contained therein), or individual permit denial can be administratively
appealed pursuant to 33 C.F.R. Part 331. lf, during an administrative appeal, it
becomes appropriate to make an official determination whether geographic
jurisdiction exists over aquatic resources in the review area, or to provide an official
delineation of jurisdictional aquatic resources in the review area, the Corps will
provide an AJD to accomplish that result, as soon as is practicable. This PJD finds
that there "may be" waters of the U.S. and/or that there "may be" navigable waters of
the U.S. on the subject review area, and identifies all aquatic features in the review
area that could be affected by the proposed activity, based on the following
information:
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SUPPORTTNG DATA" Data reviewed for PJD (check all that apply)

Checked items should be included in subject file. Appropriately reference sources
below where indicated for all checked items:

I Maps, plans, plots or plat submitted by or on behalf of the PJD requeslor:

Map see maps attached to Waters Report

l1l Data sheets prepared/submitted by or on behalf of the PJD requestor.

- ! Omce concurs with data sheets/delineation report.

! Ofiice does not concur with data sheets/delineation report. Rationale

! Oata sheets prepared bythe Corps

! Corps navigable waters' study:

U.S. Geological Survey Hydrologic Atlas

E USGS NHD data.

E USGS 8 and 12 digit HUC maps.

E] U.S. Geological Survey map(s). Cite scale & quad name: 24k, Clarksburg Quadrangle

m Natural Resources Conservation Service Soil Survey. Citation: Franklin County Soil Survey.
t=t

E] National wetlands inventory map(s) . Cite name: USFWS NWI Wetland Mapper

E State/local wetland inventory map(s):

I reue;rtRut maps . FIRM and IDNR Floodplain Data

! too-year Floodplain Elevation is: .(National Geodetic Vertical Datum of 1929)

I Photographs: ! Aerial (Name & Date):

or I Other (Name & Date): Site Photographs 1 011 121

! Previous determination(s). File no. and date of response letter:

! Other information (please specify):

IMPORTANT NOTE: The information on this form has not necessarily
been verified by the Coros and shou ld not be relied upon for later iurisdictional

10t27t21

Signature and date of
Regulatory staff member
completing PJD

ure an date of
person requesting PJD
(REOUIRED, unless obtaining
the signature is impracticable)1

1 Districts may establish timeframes for requestor to return signed PJD forms. lf the requestor does not respond
within the established time frame, the district may presume concurrence and no additional follow up is
necessary prior to flnalizing an action.
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m lndiana Floodplain !nformation Poftal Report

Map Legend

6 Point of lnterest

@ *""."r, Point on Stream

Best Available Flood zone

FEMA Zone AE Floodway

DNR Detailed Floodway

DNR Approximate Floodway

FEMA Zone A

FEMA Zone AE

DNR Detailed Fringe

DNR Approximate Fringe

Additional Floodplain Area

FEMA Protected by Laree

FEMA Floodplain - Ponding (Depth)

FEMA Floodplain - Sheet Flow (Depth)

Point of lnterest
Approximate Address:
7021 N Hamburg Rd
OLDENBURG. IN 47036
EffectlYe Flood zone:
A
Preliminary Flood Zone:
N/A
Best Available Flood zone:

Approxlmate Flood Elevation:
847.2ft NAVD88
Source:
Zone A Model Delineation

earest Stream:
BULL FORK

Site Map with Best Available Flood Zone

Approximate scale 1:2,400

Disclaimer 1enerated onThursdaylune loth 2021 ato4:28:42pm

The data shown on this map represents FEMA floodplain data enhanced with additional studies that have been reviewed and
approved by the Oivision of Water. While this data has not yet been submitted to FEMA for inclusion in the Flood lnsurance Rate
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APPENDIX G:

PUBLIC INVOLVEMENT



GU
consultants

SAMPLE NOTICE OF
ENTRY/SURVEY LETTER)anuary 2t,2O2O

RE: Bridge Replacement
Franklin County Bridge #31
North Hamburg Road over Bull Fork

TO

Our flrm was recently selected by the Franklin County Board of Commissioners to complete a route survey for the above
referenced project. We would like to inform you, through this letter, that field crews will be in your area, to conduct
survey work as part of this project.

Our information shows that you own or occupy property near this proposed project. lt may be necessary for the survey
crews to come onto your property to complete this work, which is allowed by law by lndiana Code lC 25-21.5-9-7 and lC
25-21.5-9-8. After work is completed, any equipment will be removed from your property and the land restored to its
previous condition. The survey crews will show you their identification, if you request, before coming onto your
property. lf you have sold this property, or someone else occupies it, please let us know the name and address of the
new owner or current occupant so we can contact them about this survey. The survey work will include mapping the
location of features such as buildings, trees, fences, driveways, and obtaining ground elevations. This work is necessary
for the proper planning and design of this project.

At this stage, we generally do not know what effect, if any, our project may eventually have on your property. lf we
determine later that your property is involved, we will contact you with additional information.

Please be assured of our sincere desire to cause you as little inconvenience as possible during this survey. lf any
problems do occur, please contact our office at 3f7-544-4996, or you can email or write to me at the address below.
Thank you, in advance, for your cooperation.

Sincerely,
USI Consultants, lnc.

Mark A. Schepers, PLs

Land Surveying Services Manager
Email: mschepers@usiconsultants.com

8415 C.56ih St. . SuheA
lndi.napolir. lN 46216

Dear Property Owner:

O: 377.544-4996 . * 317.544.4997 . www.usiconsultants.com rnovitglNFBASTBUCTUREforwad >>



TSICA
SAMPLE NOTICE OF

ENTRY/SURVEY LETTER

Certilird IlEf-. Sriteoflodiunai ( itl o,I.di rrpolir l\D()'I ( erdned DBI

September 14, 2021

Notice of Entry for Survey/lnvestitation

Re: Bridge Replacement, Franklin County Bridge 931, Des. No. U03013, North Hamburg Road over

Bull Fork, located 2.9 miles south of Stipps Hill Road, Franklin County, lndiana

At this stage, we generally do not know what effect, if any, this project may eventually have on your
property. lf, at a later time, it is determined that your property is involved, you will be contacted with

additional information.

The archaeological survey could entail pedestrian survey and/or the excavation of shovel probes,

depending on the ground cover and visibility ofthe surface. Pedestrian survey, which usually occurs in

agricultural fields, will consist ofvisually inspecting the ground at approximately 3o-foot intervals. The

purpose is to see if there are any artifacts present on the ground surface. lf artifacts (i.e., projectile

points, chert flakes, nails, pieces of glass, ceramic fraBments, etc.) are found, then they will be collected

and taken to the laboratory for analysis. A shovel probe will be excavated at the location of where the

artifacts were found.

lf the surface visibility is non-existent, this method is primarily utilized in yards and fallow fields, then

shovel probes will be excavated at 5O-foot intervals in a linear transect in the proposed right-of-way or

9102 N. Meridian Street, Suite 2OO . lndianapolis, lN 46260 . Phone 317-566-0629 . Fax 317-566-0633 ' www.SJcAinc.com

CER'IFIED

Greetings Current Resident or Property Owner,

Our information indicates that you own property near or within the proposed limits of the above
proposed transportation project. We have been contracted by the Franklin County Board of
Commissioners and the designer, USI Consultants, to perform environmental and archaeological survey

work for this proposed project. our employees will be doing survey of the project area in the near

future. lt may be necessary for them to come onto your property to complete this work. This is allowed

by lndiana Code 8-23-7-25. They will show their identification, if you are available, before coming onto
your property. lf you have sold this property, or if it is occupied by someone else, please contact us at

the name and number below with the name and address of the new owner or current occupant so we

can contact them.

The environmental survey will entail mapping features within the proiect area, taking pictures of the
proiect area, inspecting drainage structures, documenting water resources (streams, wetlands, ditches,

etc.), and possibly digging a handful of shovel probes. Any shovel probes will be approximately 12-30

inches in diameter, 16-20 inches deep, and consist of the removal of the sod cap. After analfzing the soil

profile, the soil will be returned to the pit and the sod cap placed back on top (as described below)

bz



CERTIFI'D !SICA
C€rtified ]IBE, Stet€ of Indien.i Ciir- Df lDdiatrapolis I](D()l (ertilied DBE

slightly outside of it. The shovel probes will be approximately 30 inches in diameter and will consist of
the removal ofthe sod cap, which will be set aside, and then excavation ofthe dirt until subsoil is
encountered. The depth of the shovel probewillbe approximately 12 inches. Thedirtwill be screened
through 0.25-inch hardware mesh with the purpose of collecting any artifacts that would suggest human
occupation/utilization ofthe area. lf artifacts are encou ntered, they will be collected andtaken tothe
laboratory for analysis. once excavation of the shovel probe has been completed, it will be filled in and
the sod cap will be placed on top of the shovel probe.

Thank you in advance for your assistance.

Sincerely,
Laura Rogers

Environmental Scientist
317-556-0629
lrogers(asicainc.com
SJCA lnc.

9102 N. Meridian Street, Suite 200 . lndianapolis, lN 46260 . Phone 317-566-0629 . Fax 317-56G0533 . www.SJCAinc.com

A report presenting the results of the study will be submitted to TNDOT and the lndiana Department of
Natural Resources (IDNR) Division of Historic Preservation and Archaeology, the state authorities
responsible for Section 105 of the National Historic Preservation Act of 1956 compliance. Once the
report has been accepted by these authorities and no further detailed analysis is requested, the artifacts
will be returned to the landowner.

These surveys are required for the proper planning and design of the transportation project. Please be

assured of our sincere desire to cause you as little inconvenience as possible during these surveys. lf you
have any questions or concerns regarding the project or our visit to the site, please don't hesitate to
contact me at lroqers(asicainc.com. The project designer, Brett Crutchfield, can be reached at a

bcrutchfield @ usiconsulta nts.com and at 317.544.4996.
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APPENDIX I:
ADDITIONAL STUDIES



Land and Water Conservation Fund (LWCF) County Property List for lndiana (Last Updated July 20201

1800031 Fra nklin Fra n klin

1800176 1800176 Fra nklin Whitewater Canal State Historic Site

1800225 Franklin Fairfield Marina, Brookville Lake

1800324 1800324 Franklin Mounds State Recreation Area

Park

1800363 18003638 Franklin Brookville Reservoir

*Park names may have changed. lf acquisition of publically owned land or impacts to publically owned land is anticipated, coordlnation
with IDNR, Division of Outdoor Recreation, should occur.

ProJectNumber SubProtectcode county Property

)) ) t'l



Environmental J ustice Anal is
Franklin County Bridge, N. Hamburg Road over Bull Fork Salt Creek

Des. No. 1703013

Location

community of Comparison (COC): Franklin
County

Location

Affected Community (AC): Census Tract
9601

Environmental lustice Analysis United States Census Bureau (httpsr//data.ce.sus-sov/cedsai/) Accessed December 29 2021

lror)
LI9699

10;

9695

960l
9698

10i

t2



Ta b le: ACSDT5Y2019. B 17001

POVERTY STATUS IN THE PAST 12 MONTHS BY SEX BY AGE - 
UrLited States

Lensus

-Euteau

Note: The tabl€ shown may have been modified by user seledions. Some information may be missing.

lation forwhom poverty status is determined

data/2019/acsl acss

DATA NOTES

FTP URL:

UNIVERSE

PRODUCT

DATASET:

VINTAGE

SURVEY/PROGRAM

ABLE 1D

American Community 5uruey

2019

AcsDT5Y2O19

ACS 5'Year Estimates Detailed Tables

Franklin Coun ,lndianaj C€nsusTrast 9601, Franklin Co ,lndiana

USER SELECTION5

GEOS

APPLIED Ti[TERS

€XCLUDED COLUMNS

APPLIED SORTS

PIVOT & GROUPING

WEBAODRESS https://data.census.govlcedsci/table?text=817m1&8=05oOOoOUS18047_14000OOUS1804796010o&tid=ACSDT5Y2019.B1

70O1&tp=fals€

TABI.T NOTES Although theAmerican Community Survey (ACSIproduces population, demographic and housing unit estimates, it is the
Census Eureau's Population Estimates Program that produ€€s and disseminates th€ official estimates ofthe population

forthe nation, states, counties, cities, and towns and estimates of housing unitsforstates and counties.

Supporting documentation on code lists, subject definitions, data accuraca, and statisticaltesting can be found on the
American Communitysurvey website an the Technical Documentataon section.

Source: LJ.S. Census 8ur€au,2015-2019 American Community Survey s-Year Estimates

Data are based on a sample and are subjectto sampling variability- The degree ofuncertainty for an estimate arasing from
The 2015-2019 American Community Survey (ACS)data generally reflect the September 2018 Office ofManagement and

Budg€t (OMB) delineations of metropolitan and micropolitan statistical areas. In certair instances, the names, codes, and

boundaries of the principalcities shown inACStables may differfrom the OMB delineation lists due to differences in the
effe.tive dates ofthe geographic entities.

Estimates of urban and rural populations, housing units, and characteristics refled boundaries of urban areas defined
based on Census 2010 data. As a result, data for urban and ruralareas from the ACS do not necessarily reflect the results

of ongoing urbani2ation.

Explanation ofSymbols: * An'rt" €ntry in the margin oferrorcolumn indicetes that either no sample observationsor
toofewsample observations were available to compute a standard errorand thusthe margin oferror. A statisticaltest is

not appropriate.

'An"-"entryintheestimatecolumnindicatesthateithernosampleobservationsortoofewsampleobservationswere
avaalable to compute an estimate, or a ratao of medians cannot be calculated because one or both of the median
estimates falls in the lowest intervalo. upper intervalofan op€n-ended distribution, orthe marSin olerror associated

with a median was largerthan the median itselt
* An " " following a m€dian estimate meansthe median falls in the lowest inteNalofan open-ended distribution.
* A. "+" following a median estimate meansthe median f.lls in the u pper interval of an open-ended distribution.

'A.""'entryinthemarginoferrorcolumnindicatesthatthemedianfallsinthelowestintervalorupperint€rvalof
an op€n-€nded distribution. A statisticaltest is not appropriate.

margin oferrorcolumn indicates thatthe estimate is controlled. A statisticaltest forsampling
variability is not app.opriate.
+ An "N' entry in the estimate and margin of error columns indicates that data for this Seographic area cannot b€

displayed because the numberofsample cases is too small.
+ An "(X)" meansthatthe estimate is notapplicable or not available.

COLUMN I{OTES

data.census.gov I Measuring America's People, Places, and Economy

t3

817001

i{one

None

1



Table: ACS0T5Y2019.817001

Irrct 9601, F.anklin County, lndianatran*lin County, lndiana

tib€l M.r8in o, Eno. l.*..,"
118722,547 4,E5l()

2,055 373

!242

!17

466

94

34

1193

120

!LL7

171

i12

130

l0

t70

14

0

8

506to l1

lncom€ an the pan t2 months

Under 5

12 to 14

151

r37

r35
!t2

112

6

39

r10
a3816 rnd 17 yea6

36

53

!2318 to 24 years

25 to 34 yerrt r13
777

45 to 54yea6 73

r253 r123

85

105

64

!54

145
!12

148

1,189

95 !12

55 to 54 yeaE

r2129 !26

32 132

!62107

48 !42
18

12 to 14 yea.s
114

!10
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1.381

7,547
312

291

2711,,074 !60 !69
181 !110 228 !6.4

2

t4

deta.c€ffur.tov I Measuring America's People, Pla.et and Economy

r94
r29

34

o

o
9

.203
0

l3
l0
0

15 and 17 yea6
18 to 24 year5

25 to 34 years

35 to 44 years

55 to 54 years

.0
5

!29
J3E

70

159 !24
128

147

l3
-115_E



Table: ACs0T5Y2019.803002

- Uritei Stdtes

LensusHISPANIC OR LATINO ORIGIN BY RACE

Itote: Th€ table shown may have b€en modified by userseledions. someinformation may be missing.

DATA NOTES

o: 803002

SURVEY/PROGRAM American Community Survey

VINTAGE: 2019

DATASET: ACSDTSYz019

PRODUqI ACs s-Year Enimares Detailed rabl€s

UN VERSE Totalpopulation

https://a pi.census rov/dat a/2079/ acs/acss

USER StI.ICTIONS

GEOS CenrL,r Tracr 960l Franklin Countt, lndiana; Franklin County, lndiana

EXCLUDED COLUMNS

APPLIEO FILTTRS

APPTIEO SOffI5

PIVOT & GROUPITIG

WE8 ADDRT5S httpe://d.ta.census.govlcedsci/tabl€?text=803m2&8.050@oous18qr7-1400000Us180479@l@&tid =ACs0T5Y2019.80

TABLE NOTES Although theAmeri.an CommunitySurvey (ACs)produces Population, demoSraphic and hou5i68 unitestimates, it is the

Census Bureau's Populalion Estimatet Program that Produces and dissemin.testhe official estim.tes of the PoPulation
fo. th€ n.tion,stater counriet, citiet andtowf,s and ettimatesof housiqunits for states and counti€s.

Supponing documentataon on code lisl5, subject d€finations, data accuracy, and statanacal testinS can be found on the
jcan Commu nity survey w€bsile in the Tedni.al Documentation seEtion

Source: U.5. Census Bureau, 2015-2019 Arnerican C-ommunity SudeY tYear Estimatet

Date are based on a sampl€ and are subject to sampling variability. The deSree of unc€naintvtor an estimate ansinS

from rarnpling va.iability is represented through the use of a marBin of error. The value shown here is the 90 perc€nt

m.rgin olerror. The margin of er.or c.n be int€rpret€d routhlyas Providinga 90 percent Probabilitv lhat the intedal

d€fined by the estimat€ manus the.harSrn of error and the enimate plus the martin oferror (the lower and uPPer

confid€nce bounds) cont.ins lhe lrue value. ln addition to sempling variabilitY, the ACS estimates a re tubiecr to

nonsamplint error (for . dit ussion of nonsamplint variability, see ACS Iec-hnicalt ocumentation). Th€ €ffect of
nonsamplint error ir not repres€nt€d in th€s€ tables.

The 2015'2019 American CommunitySurv€y (AC5) data 8enerallYrefled the SePtember2Ol8 Oftice ofM.nagem€ntand

Budtet (oMBldelineationr ol metropolita n and micropolitan statistical areas. ln certain instanc€s, the names, codes, and

boundaraes of the principalcities shown a'l ACs tabler may differ rrom the OMB delineation lists du€ to djfferenc€t in the

effectave dates ofthe &otr.phic entitaes.

Ertimares ofurban and ruralpopulations, housi4 units, and characteristics reflect boundaries of urban are:sdefined

bar€d on Census 2O1Odata. As. relult, data for urban and ruralareas f.om the ACS do not necessarily reiect the resuhs

Expl.nition of symbols: ' An """ entry in the margin of error column indicat€s that either no *mple observations or

toofewsample observations were available to compute . standard e.ror and thu! the margin oferror. A tlatisticaltett as

'An"-"entryinthe€stam.tecolurnnindicatetthateithernosampleobservationsortoofewsampleobservations
were available to comput€.n estimate, or a .atio of medians cannot b€ calcul.t€d bEause one ot both of the median

estimat$ Llls in the low€st intervalor upper inte.valof an open'ended di*nbutuo, orthe marain of erYor associated

with a median w?s laraerth.n lhe m€dian ats€lf.

' An 1" followinc a median estimate means the median falh an the lowest interva I of an oP€n_€nded distribution.

' An "+" following a median ertamat€ mean5 th€ median tulls in the uPper interval of an oPen_ended distrabution.
. An D...i entrv in the marain of€rorcolumn indicates that the median falh in th€ lowest interualor uPper intedalo,

anopen'€nd€d distribution.Artatisticaltenisnotappropriate.
. An '..r..r ent"y in the mardn of errorcolumn indacates that the estimate is controlled. A natisti€el test for s.mpling

vari.bility is not rppropriate.

'An"N'entryinth€estimateandmarginoferrorcolulnnsindi.atesthatdat,forthis8€oAraPhicar€acannotb€
displayed b€Guse the number ofsample cases i5 too small.

' An'(X)" meansthatthe estimateis notaPplicable o. notavailable.

COIUMN NOTE5

1data.c€Bu..aov I Measu ring America's People, Places, and Economy
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Table: AC50T5Y2019.803002

Census Tract 96t 1, Franklin Cou.tY, lndianaFEntlin County, lndi.na

a7874,45022,774
4,414 !74222,591Not Hispanicorlatino: 1115

12154,634t2222,O53

Elack or African American alone 33 0 !12
Am€rican lndian and Alaska

0 !!2!22
205 1611153

Native Hawaiian and Otier
!72t21 00
!12r21 0Some other race alone 0

1,41 !L4L300 !762

Iwo races excluding Some

other race, and three ormore

!!20 !22 0

1141300 1162

Two.aces includingSome

36183 1115

30!103146

0 !21 0 !12Black or African American alone

6 !10t10
Ameri6n lndian and Alaska

0 ,12!22

r12
Nrtive Hawaiian :.d Other

!22 0
t72Some otherrlce alone 31 !52 0

!22 0 !L20

t1200 !22
Two rac€s including 5ome

Two .aces excludint some

other l?ce, and three or mo.e
!22 0 20

2
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Figure 1: Analysis of Census Tract 9601, Franklin County, lndiana

Low ln(ome coc AC

census Tract 9601,
Franklin County, lndiana

22,687 4,850

2,O55 373

9.06% 7.69%

1r.32% AC<125% COC

NO

Minority

Total
Not Hispanic or Latino:

White alone
Black or African American

alone
American lndian and Alaska

Native alone
Asian alone

Nalive Hawaiian and Other
Pacific lslander alone
some other race alone
Two or more races:

Two rac6 includingSome
other race

Two races exduding some
other race, and three or
mofe 6ce5

Hispanic o. Latino:
white alone
glack or African American

alone
American lndian and Alaska

Native alone
Asian alone
Native Hawaiian and other
Pacific lslander alone
Some other race alone
Two or more races:

Two rac6 including Some

other race

Two rac6 excludingsome
other race, and three or
more races

coc AC

Franklin county, lndiana
Census Tract 9501,

Franklin County, lndiana

22,77 4 4,850

22,591 4,474
22,O51 4,634

0

0

205

0 0

0

143

0

300 143

183 36

146 30

0 0

6 6

0

0 0

31 0

0 0

o 0

0

Number Non-white/minority 721 2t6
Percent Non-white/minority 3.t7% 4.45%

125 Percent of COC 3.96% AC>125% COC

Potential Minority U lmpad YES
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Laura Rogers

Flom:
Sent:
To:
Cc:

Subject:
Attachments;

Fair, Terri <TFair@indot.lN.gov>

Thursday, tebruary 17, 2022 2:41 PM

Laura Rogers

Bales, Ronald; Dye, David

FW: Environmental Justice Analysis Franklin Co Local bridge N Hamburg 1703013

Franklin Bridge U Recert 1703013 2.16.22.pd1

lN DOT-Environmental Services Division (ESD) has reviewed the project information along with the Environmental Justice

(Ei) Analysis for the above referenced project. With the information provided, the project may require minimal right-of-
way, require no relocations, and would not disrupt community cohesion or create a physical barrier. With the
information provided, INDOT-ESD would not consider the impacts associated with this project as causing a

disproportionately high and adverse effect on minority and/or low-income populations of EJ concern relative to non EJ

populations in accordance with the provisions of Executive Order 12898 and FHWA Order 6640.23a. No further EJ

Analysis is required.

This email has been scanned for spam and viruses by Proofpoint Essentials. Click lSIg to report this email as spam
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lnspection Date: 1012812021

lnspected By: Robert M- Coop

lnspection Type(s): Routine

Bridge Inspection Report

24-00031
N HAMBURG RD

over
BULL FORK SALT CREEK

1
EXCERPT: PAGES REMOV=L

TO REDUCE SIZE

t9

a

I



lnspector: Robert M. Coop

lnspeclion Datet'101281202-l

Asset Name:

Facility Carried

24-00031

N HAI\,IBURG RD

Bridge lnspection Report

POSTED 15 TONS AND NARROW BRIDGE AT APPROACHES. BEAM SPAILS WITH EXPOSED
STIRRI,JPS IN NEARLY EVERY BEAM AND ONE STRAND E)POSED IN BEAM C3. EDGE BEAMS
HAVE SPALLS WITH EXPOSED STEEL IN COPING NEAR PIERS FROM IMPACT DAMAGE. DENSE
VEGETATION AROT]ND AND UNDER BRIDGE. SCOI]R OBSERVED AT SOUTH PIER AND SOUTH
ABUTMENT WITH BOTH FOUNDATIONS EXPOSED. SCOI.]R ALSO IN SPAN B AND CONTINUES UP
AND DOWNSTREAM. CHANNEL IMPACTS SUBSTRUCTURE ELEMENTS AT A BAD ANGLE.
BLOCK WINGWALL HAS FAILED AT SOUTHEAST CORNER. BRIDGE AND APPROACH RAIL DO
NOT MEET CURRENT CRASH TESTED STANDARDS. NORTTIEAST CORNER ABUTMENT IS
BROKEN. MOVEMENT OF EAST BOX BEAM WITH GAP. ASPTIALT HAS BEEN PATCHED TO FILL
IN THE GAP, BUT HOLES ARE OPENING UP IN WEARINC SURFACE. PIERS 2 AND 3 HAVE A
VERTICAL CRACK THROUGH CENTER. SPALL WITH EXPOSED STEEL IN SOUTHWEST CORNER
OF SOUTH ABUTMENT.

RECOMMEND REPLACING BRIDGE IN 2022 DUE TO ADVANCED DETERIORATION. UNTIL
REPLACEMENT, PROTECT SOUTH ABUTMENT AND PIER 2 FOUNDATION WITH CLASS 1 RIPRAP
AND FILL SCOIIR HOLES.

Page 4 of 22
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IDENTIFICATION
(I) STATE CODE:

(8) STRUCTURE:

(5 A-B-C.D.E) INV. ROUTE

(2) HIGHWAY AGENCY
DISTRICT:
(3) COL]NTY CODE:

(4) PLACE CODE:

(6) FEATURES INTERSECTED

(7) FACILITY CARRIED:

(9) LOCATION:

(I I) MILEPOINT:

(42) TYPE OF SERVICE

A) ON BRIDGE:

B) UNDER BRIDGE:

Bridge lnspection Report

24-00031

N HAMBURG RD

6 - Bituminous

0 - None

0 - None

Asset Name:

Facility Carried

STRUCTURE TYPE AND MATERIAL
(43) STRUCTURE TYPE, MAIN

A) KIND OF
MATERIAL/DESIGN:
B) ryPE OF DESIGN/CONSTR:

5 - Prestressed concrete

05 - Box Beam or
Girders - Multiple

(,I4) STRUCTIJ'RE TYPE,
APPROACH SPANS:

A) KIND OF
MATERIAL,/DESIGN:

0 - Other

B) TYPE OF DESIGN/CONSTR: 00 - Other

AGE OF SERVICE
(27) YEAR BUILT:

(106) YEAR RECONSTRUCTED

(12) BASE HIGHWAY NETWORK: 0

(I3A) INVENTORY ROUTE;

( I 38) SIJBROUTE NTJMBER:

(16)LATITUDE: 39.39866

(17)LONGITUDE: -85.26850

(98) BORDER

A) STATE NAME:

B)PERCENT %

(99) BORDER BNDGE STRUCT.
NO:

(45) NUMBER OF SPANS rN MArN 0O3

UMT:
(46) NUMBER OF APPROACH 0000
SPANS:
(107) DECK STRUCTURE TYPE: I - Concrete Cast-itr-

Place

( I 08) WEARING SURFACE/PROT
SYS:

A) WEARING SURFACE:

B) DECK MEMBRANE:

C) DECK PROTECTION:

185 - Indiana

2400017

l-4-l- 00000

05 - Seymour

024 . FRANKLIN

00000 - N/A

I - Highway

5 - Waterway

BULL FORK SALT
CREEK
N HAMBURG RD

02,9 S OF STIPPS
HILL RD
0000.000

t9'7 5

0000

0

(28) LANES:

A) ON BRIDGE:

B) UNDER BRIDGE:

(29) AVERAGE DAILY TRA,FFIC:

(30) YEAR OF AVERAGE DAILY
TRATFIC:
(109) AVERAGE DAILY TRUCK
TRAFFIC:
(19) BYPASS DETOT]R LENGTH:

02

00

000350

2021

05%

OO3 MI

Page 5 of 22

lnspector: Robed M. Coop

lnspection Oale: 101281202'l
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GEOMETRIC DATA
(48) LENGTH OF MAX SPAN:

(49) STRUCTURE LENGTH:

(50) CT]RB/SIDEWALK WIDTHS:

A) LEFT

B) RIGHT:

(5 I ) BRDG RDWY WIDTH CURB-
TO-CURB:

(52) DECK WIDTH, OUT-TO.OUT

(32) APPROACH ROADWAY

(33) BRIDGE MEDIAN:

(34) SKEW

INSPECTIONS
(90) INSPECTION DATE:
(92) CRITICAL FEATURE
INSPECTION:

A) FRACTURE CRITICAL
REQTJIRED/FREQUENCY:

B) TJNDERWATER INSPECTION
REQIIIRED/FREQUENCY:
C) OTHER SPECIAL INSPECTION
REQUIRED/FREQUENCY:

CONDITION
(58) DECK

(58.0I ) WEARING SURIiACE

(59) SUPERSTRUCTURE:

CONDITION COMMENTS

Bridge lnspection Report

Asset Name:

Facility Carried

2440031

N HAMBURG RD

0 - No flare

99.99 FT

FT

FT

00M0.0 FT

00102.6 FT

00.0 FT

00.0 FT

019.6 FT

020.2 FT

015.0 FT

0 - No medial

OO DEG

10t281202t

4 - Poor Condition
(advanced
deterioration)

4 - Poor Condition

4 - Poor Condition
(advauced
deterioration)

(35) STRUCTT]RE FLARED

(10) INV RTE, MIN VERT
CLEARANCE:

(9 I ) DESIGNATED INSPECTION
FREQTENCY:
(93) CRITICAL FEATURE
INSPECTION DATE:

A) FRACTIJRE CRITICAI DATE

B) UNDERWATER INSP DATE:

C) OTHER SPECIAL INSP DATE

(60) SIIBSTRUCTURE

(6I) CHANNEL/CHANNEL
PROTECTION:

(62) CULVERTS

12 MONTHS

(47) TOT HORIZ CLEARANCE: 019.6

(53) VERT CLEAR OVER BR RDWY: 99.99

(54) MIN VERTICAI
UNDERCLEARANCE:

A) REFERENCE FEATURE: N
B) MIN VERT UNDERCLEAR: O

(55) LATERAL UNDERCLEARANCE
RIGHT:

A) REFERENCE FEATURE: N
B) MIN LATERAL T.INDERCLEAR: 000.0

(56) MIN LATERAI LINDERCLEAR OOO.O

ON LEFT:

FT

FT

FT

N

N

N

(58) DECK: 4 - Poor Condition (advanced deterioration)

Comments:
POOR-SEEPAGE-LEACHING-DAMAGE.DETERIORATION
Material: 5-17"x48" PRECAST CONCRETE BOX BEAMS

(58.01) WEARING SURFACE: 4 - Poor Conditior

Comments:
POOR-HOLES THRU JOINTS
Material: 3" CHIP & SEAL

Page 6 ot 22
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lnspector: Robert M. Coop

lnspection Dale: 10128/2021

4 - Poor Condition
(advanced
deterioration)

4 - Protect. severely
undermined. sev.
damage

N - Not Applicabte



lnspector: Robert M. Coop

lnspection Datet 1012812021

Bridge lnspection Report

(59) SUPERSTRUCTURE: 4 - Poor Condition (advarced deterioration)

Cornments:
POOR-SPALLS-EXPOSED RUSTED REBAR-STRAND EXPOSED
Material: 5-17"x48" PRESTRESSED CONCRETE BOX BEAMS

(60) SUBSTRUCTURE: 4 - Poor Condition (advanced deterioration)

Comments:
POOR-CRACKED.FOOTINGS EXPOSED-SE WINGWALL FAILED
Material: CONCRETE ABUTMENTS & WALL PIERS

(61) CHANNEL/CHANNEL 4 - Protect. seyerely undermined. sev. damage

PROTECTION
Comments:
POOR-FOOTINGS EXPOSED BLTI ON BEDROCK-EXTENSIVE SCOI]R
Material: NATURAL

(62) CULVERTS:
Comments:
N/A

N - Not Appticable

LOAD RATING AND POSTING

Asset Name:

Facility Carried

24-0003'l

N HAIVBURG RD

(3I) DESIGN LOAD:

(70) BRIDGE POSTING

(41) STRUCTURE
OPEN/POSTED/CLOSED:

(64) OPERATING RATING

(63) OPERATING RATING
METHOD:

APPRAISAL
SUFFICIENCY RATING: 23.1

STATUS: I

(67) STRUCTURAL EVALUATION: 4

(68) DECK GEOMETRY: 3

(69) UNDERCLEARANCES, N
VERTICAL & HORIZONTAL:

(7I ) WATERWAY ADEQUACY:
Comments:
APPEARS ADEQUATE

0 - Unknown

0 - More thar 39.9%
below legal loads (0
tons)

P - Posted for Load

15.012

0 - Field evaluation and
documented engineering
judgment

(668) II.IVENTORY RATING (H)

(66C) TONS POSTED :

(66D) DATE POSTED/CLOSED:

(66) TNVENTORY RATING: 15.01

(65) INVENTORY RATING METHOD: 0 - Field evaluation
and documented
engineering
judgment

15

I I-MAY-I7

(36) TRAFFIC SAFETY FEATURE:

36,{) BRIDGE RAILNGS: 0

368) TRANSITIONS: 0

36C) APPROACH GUARDRAIL: 0

36D) APPROACH GUARDRAIL O

ENDS:

7 - Slight Chance ofOvertopping Bridge

(72) APPROACH ROADWAY ALIGNMENT: 6 - Equal to present minimum criteria
Comments:
SATISFACTORY-CRACKS-SETTLED Material: CHIP & SEAL
(72): SATISFACTORY-STRAIGHT-IN STEEP SAG CURVE-DRIVES

(113) SCOUR CRITICAI BRIDGES: 4 - Action is required to protect exposed foundations

Comments:
SCOUR HOLE BUT ON BEDROCK

PageT ot22
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lnspector: Robert M. Coop

lnspection Dale: 1ol28l2o21

24-00031

N HAMBURG RD

Bridge lnspection Report

CLASSIFICATION
(20) TOLL: 3 - 0n Free Road

(22) OWNER: 02 - County Highway
Agency

(37) HISTORICAL SIGNIFICANCE: 5 - Not eligible

(101) PARALLEL STRUCTURE: N-No parallel structure

( IO3) TEMPORARY STRUCTURE:

(2I) MAINT. RESPONSIBILITY

(26) FUNCTIONAL CLASS OF
INVENTORY RTE:

( I OO) STRAHNET HIG}IWAY:

(102) DIRECTION OF TRA.EFIC

02 - County Highway
Agency

07-Rural-Major
Collector

Not a STRAHNET route

2-way traffic

( I05) FEDERAL LANDS
HIGTIWAYS:

(I 12) NBIS BRIDGE LENGTH

0-Not Appticable

NAVIGATION DATA
(38) NAVIGATION CONTROL 0 - No navigation

control ou waterway
(bridge permit not
required)

(I I I) PIER OR ABUTMENT
PROTECTION:

PROPOSED iMPROVEMENTS
(75A) TYPE OF WORK: 3l - Replacement -

Load/Geometry

(758) WORK DONE BY: I - Work to be done by
contract

(76) LENGTH OF IMPROVEMENT: 000130. FT
0

(94) BRTDGE TMPROVEMENT $ 000500
COST:

Inventory route not on
network

(39) NAVIGATION VERTICAL CLEAR: 000.0 FT

(I 16) MINIMTIM NAVIGATION \TRT. FT
CLEARANCE, VERT. LIFT BRIDGE:

(40) NAv HORIZONTAL CLEARANCE: 0000.0 FT

(9s) RoADWAY IMPROVEMENT COST: $ 000250

(96) TOTAI PROJECT COST: $ 000750

(97) YR OF IMPRoVEMENT COST EST: 2021

(114) FUTURE AvG DAILY TRAFFIC: 000450

(lls) YR OF FUTURE ADT: 2o4t

(104) HIGHWAY SYSTEM OF
INVENTORY ROUTE:

(I IO) DESIGNATED NATIONAL
NETWORK:

0 - Structure/Route is
NOT on NHS

Page 8 ol 22
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Asset Name:

Facility Carried:

Yes



Painli " lndicate if paint present , year painted & condition rating.

N - No Paint N

Commenls:

N/A

Endangered Soecies: . lf yes, add one photo to the dropdown field

Bats: seen or heard under structure? * N

Birds/swallows/nests seen? Empty nests present?' N

BRIDGE Culvert Geometry:

Barrel Lengthi

Height:

width:

t15


